S S w ¥ ' C”t
‘ . %&(u i Q{
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 082 83u o‘i" , ps ooe 8u9
_: q,';SAUTHOR ‘Fﬁ;f}.ﬁfLukas, Carol Van Deusen* Hohlleb Cynthla R
- e TITLE. g,w'~»_:‘Imp1ementatlon of Head, Start Planned Var1at10n."}
. %a-,rtrt i ._~‘ﬁf;1g70 71 Part T, : _.‘,, J . ! ,?
ANSTITUTION lffﬁuron Inst.,‘Cambrldge, Hass. R ’ s
'SQ,SPONS AGFNLY Hijfflce .of Chilid- Development (DHEW), Washlngton,i]
AR S DWCS e o . o R
S PEPORT WO’ . o.0CD= H—1926 *”,5"' ."f. o LT =
~. . PUB DATE- - Rug 73 s L BN b Fo
L NOTE'n,fw.*“}=ﬁ 283p.,'PS 030 850 is Part II (Appendlxe\) of thl S
A N _report VR . . ‘ R \ :

1,”}/A,EDRS pR;cn l?j,,uF—so 65 Hc’$9 a7 ., L S r,fvma-
S DESCRIPTORS = 'vclassrooﬁ Observatlon Tecfnlques, Data Analys1S" ‘~5'

R S g :/Measurement“ *Models' *PrescHool Children; *Pre: chool
. Programs *Program De51g _Progran. EffectlveneSS.;;‘
jj{*Program Evaluatlon' Srte7m; lys1s' Staff Role' .
:ﬂTralnlng - L NG

[jPlanned Varlatlon;i*PrOJett Heade#art

. .Thls report is. Part i of a" stud—~of program'ﬁko-w PR TPV
1mplementatlon/rn 12;models of Head Start ,1anned Varlatlon. Chapters ’
examine - (1) how: well{mo&'ls are’ 1mplemented “using sponsor ratings’of ..
jteachers as: the data: sou‘ce;;(Z) the factorS‘whlch ‘may influence the L;'\?j‘
.extent to'which" models?a‘e~1mplemented, such”as ‘sponsor’ 1nput,\staff e
reactlonﬂand”lnput ‘and tme .context in- whlch 1mplementatlon is- ..°'”
undertaken,l(3) “the correlatlons between ‘the factors ‘which explaln

variatidns in-levels | ‘of " 'mplementatlon' and (4) 'what' the model; ‘.f"
classrooms are. like.in practlce, using: classroom'observatlon data.r‘_ L,
Included.are & .Summary of. frndlngs, Tecommendations. for: future PR ERE
‘1mplementatlon“stud1es,—and dataﬂtables. (SET) f’w R el el

Aw

X,




iy
el

. T U “'—”’ BeanzuEsToEne =
\ . S . N ‘EOUCATION & WELFARE L o ' | )
\ ‘ L 1 KATIONAL INSTITUTE OF . - g
B Lo LS T ‘no‘ ECUCATION con E R
T 0 Ecxuhmem MA% BEEN ‘ncnuo ' K
X g ’ . I R THE Pen CTLY. AS NE(EIVFD FROM
" ) L s e SON OF OQGr\NIZ:’\”ON ORIGIN '
R . smru;r POINTS OF VIEW OR DPINIONS
st oero NOTINECESSARILY REPRE
ED v 1IC1aALN -'(ION&L INSTITUIE OF '
UCATION nosmou OR POLICY : ;

\

Ee e

B I

""‘TTTLEME\ITATION OF ‘HEAb" 'STAiiT ’?LANNED,VARIATION: “1970-71

m . . B
! u.. L
: . ] ) y oo 3

\CAROL VAN DEUSEN LUKAS
CY\ITHIA WOHLLEB T

RO

PN

: : ' 10 v S

o N B 'IPI'\RT" 1
_August 1973 o Sl HURON INSTITUTE
SRS e  CAMBRIDGE MASSAC/HUSFTT‘a

B AR AR

I
i

1

\

e

r- Grant # H 1926 From ﬁhe Of
of- Chlld Develooment Denartment of ‘Health,’ Educatlon and
Welfare, S. Governmen The conclusxons and ¢ commen-
daﬁldgs/ln tnlS report- are those of the drantee “and .do .
not necessarllv rerlect the VleWb of any feaeral agency O IR

' This document ‘Was.’ orepared fo

o

':TaThe'?rofeetedirectbrwwag Mafsﬁallis}'Snﬁth.Vi'~j5@ffe°

. broject staff includéds

Mary Jo Bane .. c‘haron Hadck
-qBarbara Behrendt uregory ‘Jackson ..
“.Anthony Bryk.. 'g,; y _‘Robert: mcMeekLn‘ﬁ<‘vfe
John ‘Butlex. 'Wﬁ g«ﬁYTT_ “Anie MOnaghan _1 -
Tom Cerva- B e Dav1d Napﬁor RN
--David Conen “'ftj47,¢j " Ann, Taylor: »; o
Jane Dav;d w S Heruert Welsberg
Rlchard Elﬁ@re'ﬁji "Jack Wiggins. .
' Helen FeaLHers*dne' .Cilcero: Wllson
‘Nathan Fox ™ : JoyHWolfé |
<'pavid Gordon. b 5Stanley Yueklns :
*MDeborah Go:dun,“fg 5 Dlane leperman R




o T - '_*":5 ')/ ¥
O ) B Cor ! ! N
< . :
. \ . .. * - // .
R . - o B X A
W i < Y. ) 2 i ‘: B
i - - . .
(
i
i v‘ . ! : ’v<~ " H
g - e \ , . .'
- A W
3 3 . . . - . .
| ; PREFACE !
———————
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L .mentatlon 1n the second yea* of‘Head Start Planned Varla-
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'ff 1n the Head Start classroonk/ and what factors affect the'
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Head Start Planned Varlatlon is concelved as - an exper—
; o

,he Head Start Chlld L e e

o

' X . . : e

The de51gn of the study 1nvolves 1mplement1ng pre-”

e
A

r»gk" -school currrbula, or: models a

s they W;ll be called here,
, . ‘ se
ST oA number of exlstlng Head Start

“51tes acros the'PGUntrv *;ﬁ;},LI*

”f,;air*hf 1970 7l,°there were 12 ‘models and 37 51telen Planned Var

. t
tlon.”

\,

1a-

. ;

thlS was the Second yealwof

S ’ parthlpatlon, For the other 51tes, 1t was the fwrst vear

Sty e “a Table l dlsplays thls 1nrormatlon 1

T t)

For IS 51tes 1n 8 models,

o .

nndetall ‘TQ_'j“ﬁf} .fof}“”'
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f;focus but 1s,not pre developed It emoha51zes the communlty S

an*éarly“ch ldh od expect who VlSlFS egularly The twelfth

'atlon dlffers rrom the others 1n that

Although all Plunned Varlatlon models

,_uc tor'of the Chlldv
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';treatment are 1dent1f1ed In HbPV, prev1ous descriptionss_sml\_,‘

s'.

iy
'.

cu%ar procrams for chlldren. In practlce, however, the treat—'
o R ment asspc1ated w1th a: model is: more than thls.; One addltlonalf:

d1mens1on 1s tramn1ng* a sponsor 1s responslble“for lntroducingnﬁ

.-( \~

the progran to the local staff and tra1n1ng them 1n its use.

/Analyse 1n Chapter 3 (Tables 8 through 19) 1nd1cate that ;ﬁf;;f»l

Qxﬁzf:f;?f¥ there ‘are. systematlc d1fferences among both models and s1tes ﬁ~"”slﬁs,;

e

by the teachers. Moreover, anecdotal_ev1dence 1nd1cates

. . i,

;x

”"lwgeQ{v _ that sponsgrs ofte

'/ L]

,part1c1pate 1n a broad range 6f act1v1t1es _"fh];;

A._. . RS TN

n\.:

”ﬂ;fivefv"f- whlch cannot be subsu ed under elther staff tralnlng or the

: ; . .
[ - [ .// )
) L : . Lt ‘ . @
e Do i

Lk “\Program f0r Chflldren//fn one case, for eyample, a. sponsor "',

= :. . [l

**% sent three staff members to a srte for three days to hold a. i

ﬂ mretreat deallng w1th staff problems stemmlng from a’ controversv\ :1;f"

_ - S B
K g over the ethn1c1ty and competence of a newly app01nted 'iiL:f

teacher;f’In another 31te,'a sponsor was called on by the Qay]f-fﬁf;"

e

teacher a1des to assume the role of a Chlld advocate when a:

A 4

SR "teacher stxuci"a Chlld These are 1mportant:"spects of &he ;ya]f[,ﬁﬁ:;
?dij_‘m treatments Wthh may affect outcomes and therefore, cannot =

N P : DA

: .>f6 be 1gnored Thelr om1551on4from the model descrlptlons 1nd1-.“‘7bug
4 e cates that the requlrem;nt of well-spec1f1ed treatments is not{ o
:.ﬁet.) g!; *;n j?;~yﬂ_?7';f7f%'I'f;-;fs-7di;.he?fi;?;.'J» : {35
A s 2 T L O S fo s . . s
:.'”n"”hﬁ... Thus, from the experlmental d951gn p01nt of“vlew, the_y j*f
S L.Htreatnents in - HSPV are not wel] spec1f1ed e1ther—1n terms.or ib
f 3 ~the currlculum modelr belng well developed or rn terms of all*~ ; “;f:
iﬁh~iih7;:;;f relevant factors belng 1ncluded 1n the treatmentidescrrbtlon.;i.'.. ii;
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[N 2N 1¥-=; "ﬂ ~h The 1mplementatlon~of treatments-- Prom the earL;er f;« ,'}\

deflnmtlon of’ 1mplementatlon as the extent to wh1ch class-

o

f?;._h*ii o room practlce matches»model theory,*a hlgh level of or full,;;ff

S F >

1mplement“" '-can be taken ‘to mean that all or most aspects et

———

of the model are,present., Althoughtlt was expected that full :hfw,A
0] o

'1mplementatlon would be reached by all models 1n HSPV, @Vall-};/‘

e 7 e/ '
e able data suggest that th1s expectatlon was not met

!

E N Tables 4n¥5 and 6. (Pp-_38, 40, 44) in Chapter 2 show :

the analyses of our only d1rect ‘soux ‘ce. OL 1nformatlon on

how well the models are belng 1mplemented.i the sponsors

'ratlngs of teachers"performa:ce 1n the models. The flndlngs, ~ﬂ'

- e

-slngle treatment MOreOVer,_““-

I-’

I

over t1me as was expected a_ the beglnnlng of the study.~q

AR
These analyses are examlned/ln detall 1n Chapter 2

3

The .15’

ment§'1n Planned Varlatlon dev1ate from -onventlonal experl-{‘w

.,‘_;\ mental treatment reoulrements. Althohoh the lack of treat-"i”d’

S . »\ . L5 R

nent spec1f1catlon and the fallure to qeach full 1mplementa— f&i’,?yf”f

ff . 3 7 a |
.‘@.l\tlon are understandable gi Ven the@prac 1cal constralnts b ;4fl;iﬁ7E

,«'r

-

led_*‘d. fﬂ?tunder whlch the_study has been operat}na,--,e g., beglnnlng f"
e : _ g

'.J%?w1thout fully developed models} attemptlng to- transfer modelJ

T < L Wl \',- ”
See, for example, Offlce of Chlld Development, p“ 3..}# ~f/f$
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"31tes whlch face a varlety of demands other than Planned“

};j_‘;ﬂ Varlatlonjj they are problematlc from a research p01nt of_

g'§/ . f”V1eWa Because’these dev1ations confuse our.ln

» fi;,ﬂﬂf'g;gfdraw mean1ngfu1 conclusrons from HSPV Our study of 1mplementa—ﬁ.nl
" ;Efb A :fituon,“then;fis an’ attempt to do th;sﬁzfi%n”ﬁﬁhfyfj' :
. The Study”of'IleementatIon _ s : - L
;htféf;‘lhﬁf ﬂvf; ) f In the early stages of Planned Varlatlon, the studffof‘: _ﬂ{%
| Ejf;h?ffﬂ}hfllmplementatlon was " dlrected toward two ouestlons-: Are the
ﬁf?@:fh:;*: 'treatmentshpresent‘wand what are the‘most effectlve dellvery ;
) l%; | I!svstems for establlshlng the models 1n the s1tes° Slnce.; N l
fq' it was assumed that all.models would eventually reach full
fﬁ 2 'l;j"rimplementatlon,vthese were.seen ‘as; essentlally stra ght-ukj
s 'lifforward 1ssues.iﬁ"“ ' "oﬁ )
'liﬁﬁﬁ_g;:'f As we have‘demonstrated however,'lt has become clearhfﬁtﬁi

o /
o
as Planned Varlatlon has progressed that the notlon of /

‘..«__,; 0 - i q

B S
O ,..1mplement1nq comprehens1ve oroqram modeﬂs 1s extremely complex

"'Because of the dev1atlons from experlmental reoulrements

e

Y

s .

'whlch result from thls complex1ty, the two or101nal ouestlons

must be rephrased "The flrst Shlfts from a 51mple Jssue of

PR e . f

'*checklng on the plesence of treatments to the ouestlon of

'\

"\

.zwhat are the treatments 1f they are not the models as ori glnallyha;n“”
. - N\ !

faescrlbed°' The second questlon 1s not s1mply an 1ssue of

descrlblng dellvcrv systems although that 1s Stlll 1mportant

’:but must be broadened to also ask }y is there varlatlon DR




'What are the treatments

p [
S / . .
qtreatments are has two partS°\what

o .

\Kvt'the chlldrer

'"fChapter 5

f:Resea ch Ins 1tute. Thls 1nstrument is. des1gned to be used

areas are cons1dered 1n Chapter 3

é albelt 1nadequately --

exollc1t

'i%psééfﬁoﬁééﬁéﬁflffff*f*”TA*f?T#°“”Ljf;¥°léﬁi R r, ?.

"In. a. conventlonal experlment we. would deflne it; '
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b treatments 1n

reél'iifé“iSitﬁations,chisustandard:séemsr"

R g T Y AT EIY ORI

unreallstlc.f'_, ;;mportant,factor ;n,defrnlng,an~alternatlve;5-7*
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1s all W1ng some varlatlonramong classes-'We“should‘gwt

4‘:

accomodate the fact tth‘a“ﬁodei~mayﬁbe~adapted¢,by theMSponP
N\ 1. s

sor and the te chlhg staff to the unlque s

standard

1tuatlon 1n a s1te,

7

‘or even to a C(ass w1th1n a s1te, ahd,to changes 1n a-fw*~?”f

ern 1n those mo els wh1ch do not

the classes are not expected to be

{
o . A
l 0 B

to set 11m1ts on the var1atlon~[.fff

Aneed,qhowever,

Rt

,:'f'c!operatlonal deflnltlon of full 1mple-¥&

s not to say that sponsors cangpt 1dent1fy

‘I

A well—lmpFementeq classl

-

on}y that they have not systematlzed

‘Evﬁ’or at least communrcated thelr cr1ter1a.' In the absence of

agreementJon an alternatlve deflnltlon of full 1mpleméntatlon,'%hen

We contlwuc 1n thlS rcoort to dcf1n° it 1”'térms*ofi'"'
SR N

NN -,""

tlon of the model althouch we recogn*zeithel§nadegﬁac§fof;.ﬁi;ff

/~. R R .. - .’f‘ o 2o

Lo L ’ . le . . I
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'?to wh1ch e model 1s 1mplemented xamlnatlon of the oponsor;'

A

ratlngs of 1mplemen+at10n, to be dlSCUSSGd 1n Chapter 2

s

. Bl
.

1lluerate the dlfflcultv, for example, of comoarlnq levels f

B ‘,._,

LI BN '.,."L‘

. T
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menbat’on 1s not determlned.by:sponsorllnput alone, but by

the model and w1th the context 1n whlch the 1mplementatlon

/takes place.; We contend that the 1nvolved staff members are);]J'

PAruntext providea oy enic [REINE
P

e
i

capable and equallygde91rous;of worklng w1th Lhe models i

w

J ,reactlon to the model‘lto the sponsor s‘staff and b;Thls or

T




also lnfluence 1mp1ementatlon.‘ ThlS 1ssue

the treatments.»hould be_

to a valld e{perlment.‘ ell‘f*;

_fVarlatlon ag an’ experlment was that the comparlSon classes
*ado not work: w1th the modelﬁ' The comparlson classes arg’

,ffeffectlveness by . C
‘without the. model : 'hcwev%
i'some s1tes, comoarlson classes,,as well as Planned Varlatlon

. iclasses, work,w1th the,model . Examples ofg"- :
. are‘numerous. } One.QCD. consultant: reports,ff
> when "asked’ 1f the $350: allocated ,for. materlals

7jwould only be forfthe ‘8. classes 1n PV, the/ 1

: u“the consc1ent10us teachers are trylng tofget aslmuch as '
-gposslble of (the model) for- thel'echlldren and themselves,u, .
:--whether ‘they are:tech 1cally included. 1n/the soec&al program*’f;
Cior not “'Contamlnatloni'ln the programfls great;"_ It .is; b
] on.. classes;
A eneSsainfrv; T
S bel prov1d1ng resources and tralnlng for - owil

Tj.fall classes 1n ‘a’ s1te rather than for only Planned Varlatlonnffm '




2)q;{

{Although we do not resolve these‘concerns ‘in’
;. th 1n'future studles.et;f

e

etthey should be deai'

The task of descrlblng dellVery sYstems

fand the context 1n whlch 1mplementatlon occurs._ If thls

: om0

proposal 1s pzoven true,,then we can concludemthat the varla—-f

VNIV TN

»

results not frOm a poorly

b

o .




:The data used in thlS report are o

R i ’ ,
;erof sources Slx Lnstruments desxgned»and adn ‘1stereﬁjby

{iSponsor Ratlngs of TeacherS“' RBAR i

"fTeacher Questlonnalre;hanh~ . ' ey

: ”Teacher’Axde/Assxstant Questlonnalre e e - S

... ' sponsor.Implementatioh. Report SR R U RS &

..~ Final Consultant Report . ST e T e T
T ”'Classroom Observatlon Instrument,_gf - . SR T

"‘,to 1nd1v1dual classrooms ‘whlle the Sponsor Implementatlon

_",:

”dReport and the Flnal Consultant Report p%ov1de data Lor the

3ffs1te as’ a whole.» The Classroom Observatlon‘Instrument 1s‘Q?f‘_!jf;}
. N v(.. .

.,ithe only source of data whlch systematlcally deals w1th people

'fand aCtlultleS w1th1n the classroom.d In addltlon to the SRiff

2 /«.,

. //{"'n(

:ﬂﬁfthe narratlre‘reports wrltten by OCD consultants The OLD

onsultant alwavs v1slts the same 51te,._3;g;‘

not all of 1L is 1ncluded in- thls‘ré-il”"

1nstruments,




been ralsed here“; Another lmportant reason ror exclzudlng
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goal o;**ﬂses

»

that flnleCb

ucles'

o

'neze are groblems hltﬂ 51tes as a

smﬁe¢ were not randomlv se--';'

‘f Instmad-7uhe nead SLar;vrg

-
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N

o

=;mean scuare_;or s’tps., Wxth onlv one to five sxtes ppr

';model however, thefe lS not enouch statwsulcai aower in uhls

.

PR

' 5of worklng w1th the same nsdel w1th wthh the Follow  " A

e NS . NN

wTh"ough program 1n the communlty was work‘ng, ‘or. not o

wf'worklng w1th model at all On the babls ‘of- selectlon,?'

2

7_then, s;tes are not random.: At the same tlmo,jlt could

e

) : W

_?be argucd tha; the 51ces 1n Planned Var;at;on do Luprosent

;u_the range o: Hoad Start centers ound in Ehe‘poantry, and 'f.-.ﬁ ( 

W

”on thls basxs can be conslderea random in Qpﬂte oL the non-

Sy

vzrandomyveleAélon., A second more comoelllnq argumeng aqalnst

I 2

P

1u51ng Slt@a a@ a random factor is a statlstlcal one. In tth

study,rwhen gltes are\random, the F: ratlo for mvdel ef cct

>

ié ;ormod bv ccmparldc the mcan scuare _or model w1th th?‘
’ oy b

.-

[

'ratlo Lo Flnd sxgnwrlcank mode ezfﬁcts. Tests on mod!i efzechs



:A.f A : o R 0T LT~ - '"m"m""*_“"""';f?“‘{mfw~
e " made for statistical rather than experimental~;easiﬂﬁs;\;;»
PO The-decision c'hould not be 1nterpreteo as strong con-

'-v1ctlon that 51tes are 1n fact flxed factors.

e

&

o s
A ICIVRO 4 2

The thlrd factor wh1ch must be con51dered 1n analyzmng
L he 1mplementatlon aata lS that we. mus t deal w1th an unbal—i
‘;anced des1gn ) There are both unequal numbers of classes

w1th1n sites.. and unequal numbers of sltes w1th1n models.'
' Th1s .1s un1mportant as... far as the bas1c statlstics,bcorrg—

s T

latlons,-and regres51ons 1ncluded in thls report .are‘qone‘

[ 3

R SR, cerned Wluh the analysxs of var1ance; however, 1t must

be>cons1dered. . An. unbaranced des1gn is. problematlc because

the unequal cell SlZeS cause the effects to be confounded
t“nt - f{As;a result,. the E ratlos are b1ased and the results are -

'~“'difficult to 1nterpret : The Droblem of unequal s1+es arithin

w;_models has been dealt Ulth here by art1f1c1allv creatlnq a bal—.

| v_»anced ceslgn after the data was collected Although thls : ~—

'_;Lf’fffof the data is seen to be less of a problem than the confoundlng

¢ .
I f.--,

1f_“:effect s, Table 2 shows the s1tes 1ncluded in balanced de- -

'*ﬁ,slgns¢f0rfthree,sets OL analys1=- The crlterla for estab—

LA
e ER Y

'J'llshlng each olathese deslgns can be found in Appendlx A

he de51gn for the analy51s OL the Teacher and Alde Questlon—

nalres w1ll be rererred uo as th stanaard oes1gn _because SRS

7”used mosL often.v
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flg.;.“ B L T _,a,#TABLE 2 oy T /-
k‘ - Models and Sites to be Included in'Implementaticn Analyses of:

Lo R e o o o "f
‘ ceree Teacher and Aide .
- I - N e T T oukstionnfires -
4. - .o ... ., . ... spomsor ~ PV' PV-NPV
. ‘Model .. ~~_. " site . . Ratings . Only* - Compar: '
L e Far West . - ' Buffalo [~ 70 . 0 S
R ... %7 paluth 0o . j'.o'~,-:/ o Tl
|

Fresno ~——
o T S wpe oo salt TLake . : '
D e T .. = .Tacoma .- - = ‘= 0
R " “Arizona, . ‘LaFayette o
R o L *‘1‘-Lakewood
SO et 7o e Lingeln
y.i ...  -‘Bank street - Bouldér .
T .~ Tuskegée
.JTZ{ L L -'Wilmington
' : S oo Blmira v
Oregon: . . E. St. Touis
. ... . Tupelo
L R E. Las Vegas
, -7 'Kansas . ... m--Oralbl ; o

S
|

cooo -
.

= .'

4

oloocoloo oo o
A——

oo oloo

o . Portagev1lle Loty
.~ . . . % _Mounds .L“]/=A
.High. - " Ft,.Walton B.../ =~ 0
Scope———— Central Ozarks . -
% 7. "CGreeley. |
R ey geattle. .t T 0
" Florida -~ - = 'Jacksqnv1llei R
L - Jonesbero o S
Chattan@oga.f,f
. ‘ > . ‘Houston .- .7
-EDC Lj'i:.Washlngton‘.fj
L '.f ' '1;¥Patcrson R
oo o .0 . s .Jdhnston Co
Plttsburgh ‘Lock Haven .7 - - e |
o _ ~REC il .~«v-Kahsas CitV T P S
L N.Y.U, R -5 Thomds e oo ]
: ‘Enablers = - Billings: .~ o
IR " iColorado Spi
~Bellows® Falle B - 0
oot e a0 v Newburgh _,;,‘c="‘fu:'f'7»,fﬂfﬂ-§c'ﬁ/\'
O 5-fw§V~Afﬂ" “ Puerto- Rlco‘"'?f**wwfﬁ@tcf*‘?n':gfﬁ :"”.//5
oo 0 S $sof Models.eo Do e e 9 6
¥ ofsites o e »lsf* *ﬂv'7'"'7 -

U SR NEP SISy S Spe

oL
| \
o

oo o

2
7#The models: dnd 51Lcs Ln thlS column w1ll bc reLerred to as the "
‘"standard dQSlCn.v’”' . A . . : 2 - B
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:_.an unwelghtedymeans analys1s.~

"ydetermlned by dec1slons made after the data was.. collected

,analys1s uses the harmon1c mean of the cellls1zes to approx-'lﬁl
;1mate equal n s.“

'that cell s12es be approx{matelv'*he\same. The results
. 15 S
pthe effects were 1ndependent o ,~L',l_"‘_13 S

'[ f1rst determlned by the or1g1nal deslgn of the study where

;51tes are nested w1th1n models

f

The problem of unequal numbers of classes w1th1n s1tes

o

‘fs dealt w1thvby us1ng ‘an appro_lmate unbalanced analy51s.~

; The unwelghted means S

L r

A cr1terlon for us1ng th1s analys1s is

g 4

‘»

can he’ 1nterorcted as 1f cell sizes were eoual and ;‘1

AY

Hence the analys1s of the 1mplementatlon data'1s

1

The ana1ys1s 1s1further

3 .
i

L 0 ° R A

o o e i - o

Qsltes are cons1dered to be 'a f1xed factor, balanced aes1gns ’;;_“;"

‘o - .
- °

'are created where necessary by excludlng some s1tes from the_

o . Y

jfanalyses, and the analys1s of unbalanced data (w1th1n s1tes)

~yls approxlmated by an unwelghted means analys1s of var1ance.qup_fd”

& .

o

"}:1;14 S — | e Lt

','15.

-1 least squares’ analys1s.f
[;approx1mate analysis of unbalanced dataw, The results of "

”igood approximation of<the- unbalanced data analysls.” Come‘
_Mf;least ‘'squares- analysesmare used in: Chapter ?.
-j'be more fully d1scussed there.,pbf:; o

Searle ~S R Llnear Models New York John Wlley and bons.;u
l97l p 365 Y ._:/; : SR . C

. An alternat1ve to- ‘the unwelghted means analysls is the
This is an exact rathér than an’

the least squares solutlon, however, aré difficult. to-in-

‘terpret because' the effects are not 1ndependent., Con=
‘sequently, ‘the order. in which the factors, in this. case

sites ‘and models, are entered cnanges -the" sums of square

"fwhlch in turn: may change ‘the f1nd1ngs about the s1gn1f1cancef
- of - the effects.

.Since we have .no. hypothes1s about order, : we_“q;?;;”
will rely prlmarlly on ‘the. unwelghted means analy51s as a. RN

They w1ll
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8 lnto three groups of varlables.,f

AnglyoeS’Wlll be. fully descrlbtd as they are;presented,in.

thls repo*t. l“ﬂﬁ'in”_‘ ff -uf_ﬁ- _"i - L
, __5\ o .:--'f?'f R
ORGANI&ATION OF THE REPORT o ' S “;

a

The body of the reportuls organlzed wrthln the frame--
. v ) -
work la1d out in thls lntroductory chapter., Chapter 2

5, .
‘r-,,/ .

deals w1th the questlon of how well the models are lmole-'j

mented, us1ng the sponsor ratlngs of teachers as the“data

‘o’

source. Chapter 3 explores the factors whlch may lnfluence,
the extent to whlch models are 1mplemented The varlables'h

: are dlscussed both as descrrptors of whatmls lnvolved in

tlons ln levels of lmplenentatlon.‘ The chapte1 lS lelded

¢

N 3

U pemienorig " -

: 1ntroduced ln Chapter;; and enters the varlablesnlnto regress10n

tlon_and_lnputs‘and_téercontext_ln_whlch_lmplementatron—uu

f{,;rméfizcs the report and draws

,".of varla—j“

sponsor lnput,istaff reac-iq

L

and second

e

questlonnarles,

tlon{f

equatlons 1n an attempt to explaln levels of lmplementatlon

(sponsor s ratlncs of teachers) In Chapter S the questlon

of what the model classe llke 1n pract1ce lS eXplored

thlough the classroom observatlon data. Flnally, Chapter 6

S
e iy | '

.cl srons._”

Chapter 4 presents"the correlatlons between the varlables
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< e, .+ . LEVELS OF ”I@LEMENTATION

: . s . BT R . : A - e ‘/‘

One of the prlmary questlons to Whlch a dlSCUSSlon of 1mple-

o

R mentatlon must be addressed is the extent to Wthh classroom

‘.

"ﬂis implemented.. If all aspects of a model are present 1n a class

N . é ‘\E
implemented o If some, but not all aspects of the model are

:‘f;jf“’&iVypresent, then the model is partlally 1mplemented . Slmllarly, 1f fff

x»(

5 fyno components are present then the model 1s not 1mplemented i;
' L & I :

'T“These degrees of match between theory and practlce Wlll be called”

”for;ex;mple, means that all or most aspecfs'of the model are

"pracélce matches model theory, or 1n otner words, how well a model

1'ﬁf ;” ",in the manner prescrlbed then the model can be sa1d to be fully"”“h“

"?f?a';=”’rf“levels of 1mplem§ntatlon ‘ Thus, a hlgh level of 1mplementatlon,7ht

Celbe .,present.w,f~k p;;;}_ ,@w;'

The determlnatlon of.the levels of rmplementatlon 1n th1s

-y

°tudy 1s 1mportant for two reasons. Flrst, the requlrement of

R

testlng the effects of prleled treatments, or 1n x;g;q-,ﬁzf‘"““

' ' T I TR

1No exp11c1t def1n1tlons of 1mplementatlon were glven 1n any ofb'

the: instruments to be ‘used in this report. .We ‘have’ derlved the“ R

deflnltlons used here\from our - knowledge of what was assumed

3_Q3about thes nature of-. the study and about-how the models would be;fipf}f,;

B 1mplemented “We' spoke earlleréof .the' dlfflculty of " deflnlng

" full"” 1mplementatlon, partlcu‘arly in relation to .allowing. andj,f{;ia

yet settlng Timits on ‘variation: among classrpoms. ‘These dlfrl-"
cultles have not been resolved ‘and ‘we will® use ‘the deflnltlon of

~full 1mplementatlon as: dupllcatlng the model he;e, however, ;ﬁj-klf*f=“

0

because 1t 1s the. one used most commonly.ng S

',o_ S T
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4

q;treatments.” Second 1mplementat10n is a- questlon of serv1ce

n SR

*'schoolsg'

" ' ,' . “ A} ;
R ° a. . :" ‘
) - . O o AT S e
C . T =29~ ::-;‘g&j_f. B _r~gm;f'ﬂ
‘ . ..' " i “ " . . : tl:‘ '. v
“ r R P R .- LN

/ N .
whether the experlmental classes do 1n fact approxlmate the _~;u[.*',gﬁ§;

o

“models, we cannot‘draw useful conclus1ons about the effects of#"

'i*fthose models. h1s.sense, the questzon of levels of 1mple-*fh~j,v71,;

L mentatlontls one of check1ng for the presence of the Spec1f1ed¥*7“}

e vwm

f“aan pre establ&shed‘programs be’ d1str1buted and 1nst1-f '

de11Very"

trolled closely Supeersedvsltuatlons, usually'laboratory

:‘,’-

In Planned Varxatlon, however, the sponsors must

establlsh the1r models 1n the complex real world

Sponsors cannot superv1se 1mplementatlon as closely as when

the 1970 7l data\ls the sponsors ratlngsfof theateachers;?.”As;:'ﬁ

A

developlng the models, because the s1tes are often far from the1r
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e

L

*]model 3 The ratlngs are 1mpress1on1st1c measures, 1n taat

e : .
¢ . |

_judgments are based on the sponsor s personal conceptlon of _'ﬂq

the total model rather than on the bas1s of expllclt, pre-T%,.
[.;A

determ1ned cr1ter1a.f‘In most cases,.the rat1ngs were actualLy

.Hcompleted by the sponsor s f1eld staff rather than by the -“?if't;ff

~

sponsor h1mself Thus, w1th1n one model‘ ratlngs were often

L. /. . " ,v,-_"“.

done by more than one person. The rat1ngs were recorded for S
1 S . ‘:( . l‘ . . AT [

five po1nts in t1me-;“0ctober, February, predlctlon of May,

: i(actual)jﬁajlxand pred1ct1on of the follOwlng fall The forms,

\

however~~ were;fllled out only twrce., The f1rst set of rat1ngs~- f;j

was completed 1n February when the sponsors were asked to judge

g e s e

the teachers performance for the prev1ous October and the ?,Ji/ff“fig;

follow1ng May, as«well as for February.» The stcond'set, done

o
Ve

ﬁk' 1nterpret1ng the f1nd1ngs drawn from 1t.4 F1rst the rat1ngs only

[

- focusfon one aspect of the model the_classroom program. Many’;,\.

_If a: person taught nore than one class, she'wasi
‘ once., In our: analyses,_however, we.: duplr
each PV class a; teacher was ass1gned to.p




R v/?

~size the role of aldes as"classroom teachers, SO that 1mp1e~f“

'WW1th the exceptlon of the Gordon model howeVer, the classroom

S

program seems to be the mostflmportant part of the model so that

T '//'

ﬂ'assessment of the model o In th1s same veln,'many models empha—:ﬂ

[ ‘.&_'

ﬁratlngs of the class can: be)taken as a reasonable,“lf not perfect,'h;ff

Rt

’1me ai whlchrthe ratlngsywere made.ﬂ One problemhfffge“




were actually made only 1n February and May, the Octoberi‘ iR

are not 1ndependent judgments. The 1mportance of con-

”'rﬁtrngs

o

#derlng thls procedure 1s 111ustrated by Table 3 whlch shows’; .j‘wf,;
that apparent 1mprovement 1n 1mplementatlon between October and
February as 1arger than the 1mprovement between Februar" and
3May.¢ If thls relatlonshlp/:s‘;alld,‘1t prov1desﬂlmportant

- .,,,_' s

~~i1nformatlon about the process of 1nplementatlon." We suspect,:‘,j"~-”

Do .
I T RN

R

however, that the 1ncrease between October and February 1s an

artlfact of the:instrument,-rather than an accurate reflectlon of

K

changes 1n teacher performancesw Slnce the October ratlngs were

: actually made 1n February, 1t seems probable that they are 1nf1u-:"

Ai:5 enced by the sponsor s knowledge of tbe teachers performance 1n

R
23T

February because he expects teacher performance to -mprove

over the year, and because he cannot remember the teachers

3
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oeABLE 3 ¢ L
—

S ,Sponsor Ratlngs ‘
Changes :in Ratlngs Bet'a een P01nts in Tlme

Vs

 Model - ‘-‘dét%f.-, . Feb. 7 may

Far West = .3.7. . (I.3)

w -

0. (0.8), 5.8

,fBaﬁk”Stréet.7‘ 4.0 - ‘(o,a) S, (o 3)

8
’ Lo PR - ’ 4 ® o P » ) R
‘01‘89011 S 406 T (10) 0 5.6 ';‘_( 0 7),".
,ngh Scope,  Vi4,1' ... (0.8)y- .- 4.9 ﬂ_-»(o,1) ‘ 5.0
""':Florlda RO 4.5 (0. ’7,_)";,'; ; \gz Lo (0 .v_l‘)*' 5.3 |

'7p:ut burghffs‘!3:7gf},i&1;3y@ﬁ 5.0 . (=0.1) 4.9 ¢

CooREC 42 8 7.0 (=0.5) - 6.5

Comalers © 43 @9 52 o s




February ratlngs.v Therefore,
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»the experlment for two years.' We dld not 1nclude modelo ag’ ag[- :

AR -".\r

X8 varlable 1n thls analysis becaLse uhere was an lnsuf lClenu number._

. of comnarlson noxnts for all bu two noaels., Table 4 shows the

~means for each year at each poxnt 1n time and the results of ;he"

. ana1151s of varlance. Although the mea’s for s;tes‘wzth two / .w' -
’ R

years of paru1c1patlon 1n ?lanned Varla 1on are sl;ghtly hlgher

1 o
than those wlhh ane year at each poznh Ln tlne, the dlfferences f?‘f ;;

are not s;at;stically sxgn;fzcan (p =,.l78) The in;eract;on
between year of narglczbahlon and time of ratlng is - also Ln51g~ f"

nifi”ant.v We c@nnat say a,}'sat the d1 erences at elther t;me aze

oo aue to anythlng otiex than cnance.v Thus, snonsor ra 1ng¢ of

. teaeha's canqou ae used ko d*stlngu’sb be ween ‘eve1s of *mnle~-f

mentatlan aurirg “ha fvrsu and secord vears.; Th;s does 1ot

,necessarlly'mean taat theve are no diff :én;es “he\fbrst ancﬁlj_,i

"‘ hhat dz:ferences?iﬁj'

betwegn yeats, thavp
these moﬁals in. g*




TABLE 4

g o . Sponsor Ratlﬁgs
B Comparlson of First ipd Second Yea* Sltes

W Means - - - L

{

- Years of Partici acxon.“"

¥

txf
(¢TI
oo
4
&

One,(
- Two -

BTN
w0

'°Anaiy$is ovaariance  - _—
i A.I:. o . ’ % OI u
R Mean - - Total sum.
B 1"Souice - o ) ‘ a-Square F-test i 0;,«cuare=_
Year of Dartxc*nat*on,~ Lo 7.680° . 1,849 : fl,27‘ . '
“Site ° ' 9.783° . 2,356%x 22.87

~

0
rh

QO bt
\O e

’fclass Q‘thln sxte‘”' 4.153 ° NOT TESTED 61,18 ]
“>wg,f. "Réting4t4me oo T o.047 -0{256 ‘ ©giol
. . Year X Rating-rime . . 1. . 0.142 . 0.170 S0.0200

: Sites X Rat1n0~“;me j‘;?_ 14 1,100 10318 . ¢ 255
ﬂ;'+C1a$S X Rating-time 89 . 0.835 = NOT TESTED ° 12.30

,ﬁ*7f§6;a1ff if"'_~ S 209 Zssr - 100.00

[}

-Note: 'An unwelﬁnted meaws analyals of vaflance is used te aDDYOXL--
R mate a solut ion for unegual” cell sizes. A balanced- des;cn was
created by sslecting an | equal number’ Of- first- ‘and’ oacond vear:
sites from the total amale. ‘Models are not 1ncluﬁed in this -
;vlan&ly51s because There are an. insufficient number of- ‘compari- 1"
- son. points ko ‘maintain a naLanc;d design., Raglncs 1""rt:m uotn
fFenruavj and. dav are i ncluded as = IFDuated measuru.wj -

T

~+:h ;nd;catcs tne» *ect Laed in uestlﬁa’gne nreceﬁlna ef rects,
+ . Glass-yithin-cite is used to test both sites and models-
“because sites’ are. cons*derea as a leed zac;or. ‘

fjp <. .01
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,thls mea 6re.f/ Therefoée, year of part1c1patlon Wlll be
7 / /

-MEAN/LEVELS OF IMPLEMENTATIO\I T ,

' moderately Well lmplemented but none arefoutstandlngly well--

‘glt is n0551b1e that the site level is- too gross to. reyeai ‘the
‘effects.of the number of years.of part1c1patlon on 1mplementa~

- oo ) N L . i . \ .
,vthe same;rat ng. If crl»erla are relatlve to preV1ous leVelS'

f : 1
I .
of performance or” to sponsors expectatlon, then real dlfferences

.

in- 1mp1ementatlon/may not bé revealed Regardless of whether

/// L . .
I/ . o
'rther analyses in thls chaptert_. o

|
{

7y fr"’“ «

; - - ' ' ” .
e second questlon to be examlned through the sponsor

4 . ,-‘-,
N ~ -

D ‘ [
ratlngs o* teachers 1s.‘to what ex tent does the. Planned Varla—

NN

. : »
*tlon teacher s cer‘ormance match the soonsor s conceotlon of

e’ l

_hls model7'* Table 5 presents the means and standard deV1atlons

‘for 51te= and models.' The prﬁmary conclu51on to be drawn

- o <

%from th's table lS that in. Mav all modelstare con51dered to be'

v e&

:.1mplemented The mean ratlngs For all models range from 3

. EE . IR S

-
P

P

’t;on bedause there are first vear .teachers: even atfsecond year .

. sites.. To tést.the nyootbe51s that teachers who have been
- working with the model for two years have; nlgher implementation
‘ratlngs than teachers who' ‘liave ‘been working with:the model for

onhe vear, we perf formed .a repeated measuresaunvolghted means.-

:analy51s. bs;na only second year “sites. (there is no variation’

in first year sltes), we found no- dlfferences between first aid -
second year teachers in levels ol'lmplementatlon., See Appendlx

-

C mable.. 1. . - T

>“ - - . P . . )
. - - P

-
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e | 3‘7-4g,‘ s ~TM%ES‘51'7~,'ff'~ZJ‘,f .
LEVEL OF. IMPLEMENTATION.1 BY SITE AND.BY MODEL '
"+ 'MEAN.AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

i
»®
wn
[
[ M.
o
P-4

’3'2z30"; 5.8 .
2.99 6.5 °IL.64
2 45 /*’5-5

Far West L
ﬂ:Buffalo ]
. Duluth.
. ... Fresno - :
i 'Salt Lake-
¢ Tacoma.

ovov e e nn
0N o & No- -

_L'n.:.;-:-_.oom\x'_‘ e

5f1?l°,<‘

8

2

‘Arizona - - - 1 ead 5.1

- Lafayette . . | -== . o . 4.7

C'Lakewood . v - e=a i glg o
_Lincoln . . " e-- 50301, 03

1

2

7

6

0

P S 29 -
. 1.367 17
. , e
6

—
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1.50 32
2.06 ' 4
.03, - 13" o
‘1;19 R - ST rﬂ*_“‘
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L]
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w

L]

‘«Bank Street . 4.8
Boulder. . - 4.5 _
" Tuskegee. T - . 4.0 1.96
' ‘5.5 B
5.4

W11m1ngton
Elmlra e

[ ]

0

[¥8)
Ui o e

- _1.91 16
o L.I6  . nT
o 3

6

[
.

(8, ]
©
o>

OrPgon : Do 5.6 )
"B, St.”Louis 6.0 1.63
i s e T » -‘ 16 3-'-'\__
4.8
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in S ol

2.52

" Tupelo. o
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E. Las Vegas L

[
L]
u
w
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 :7Ransas'5 Ng\data 2

;'Tngh Scopex\\v»“ o .

TPl Waltbn\geachaaf 0 I%

. Central Oz :
".Greeley
»‘Seattle
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2
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Houston

fEDc- No data
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.- Billings: 4.6
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4

6. 1.40 - ° 29
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S T s;.'.f' ' “"‘f= ?Zm:'t ?‘ _,,,‘_ I ”:,f"'"f'°”' '.f’ ”'f*fﬁ:
[ .,‘ v . . --,., - b E . - = I T
'»to 6 5, 1nd1cat1ng that for 9 out of lO models, the means fall
. _— .\ y.‘ P
§ﬂ af‘f, w1th1n the category deslgnated as "average" on the or1g1nal
;\ *-ratxng form (ratlngs 4, 5 and 6 are 1ncluded 1n the average

SRy :;'category) The tenth model (NYU g./) 1S only sllghtly below

‘"‘Eg‘,zﬁy““thls category 10 The problem w1th thes frelatlvely stralght—' .

_”orward flndlngs, however, 1s that the category labelvxare

ST RS < W o
‘Tagg' SRR confu51ng the scale 1s not anchored by \an expllclt deflnltlon Cr e

i
i

'f'(},‘ : . H )

' of what constltutes an "outstandlng"‘performance, and the
. N

'7sufmean1ng of "average" 1s not clear._ Because of these amblgultles,; -

: : g E o
our 1nterpretatlon of the data must be cautlous. It does seem
Jtszalr to state that all sponsors seem to be moderately pleased "

“”w1th the 1mplementatlon of the1r model on the average bUt

A *f“that none are rav1ng about unquallfled succes. "",”.'~', f)a'* <
- Cod SN . G
oL i . - . 4! .

. A second conclu51on to be drawn from Tab’e 5 is that there

‘

4;:f1:ia}15 a great deal of varlatlon w1th1n 51tes 1n levels of 1mp1e—.~':_M;1;"_j

JESTCI R .

A;mentatlon, as 1s reflected 1n the large standard dev1atlons.f ‘v » ;

PEEE

O i,

1-1°Ar‘exam1natlon of the frequency dlstrlbutlon for these models f

L @ﬁlag ;V;conflrms these flndlngs.- ‘The frequency dlstrlbutlons for May -
Ll 7.l show' that for. the 'same .9 out: of "10, models, at. least ‘69% of.the..

: ”ﬂPi‘"ﬁ?.eachers in"each model are judged to be performlng at average . - Co
. ‘or better levels, again,* ‘the., tenth model is. only" sllghtly lower, S
"fﬁfwlth 64%. of the teachers belng rated average or. bctter AT

. — .

P
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-,"show that 1n many 51tes, the ratlngs range from 3 tof

'15;*;_5~*;f?;- From Table 5 1t is. also apparent that therells varlatlon,_"”"rb

:among 51tes 1n the samelmodel 1n the mean ratlngs for both :;f

.fp01nts 1n t1me. In addltlon, there are dlfferences between prgﬁ:.

SR Zthe February and the May ratlngs for both s1tes and models.;”

B Before we can draw conclus1ons aoout the 1mportance of elther

D A of these observatlons, however, we must perform further

ne

analyses to see - 1f the d1fferences are stat1st1cally 51gn111cant.

\}:, . ] PR »_'.‘,.,'* _v’;/:. v.‘ ., N . ‘. . ‘.\,»_‘ E :-_ » i ‘q‘ J'L\a .
1i  VARIATION WITHIN MODELS AND OVER TIME™ % . .. .~ o

[

| xf-] 'ff . The major questlons to be addressed 1n thls sectlon,

'julj;[' then,xare° how much varlatlon in- levels of 1molementatlon'alwf'

.'»3%¢e~;dQ!ex1:ts w1th1n models, and how much chang;fln ratlngs occurs ?G

: "between Februariwgnd May5' To answer these questlons ‘we ran‘”*mffl

ffl‘a repeated measures unwelghted means analy51s of varlance.'
o et / EREES

H”fuyffThe analysls takes the three relevant varlables —-'models, 51tes

'ﬂlwlthln modelsll, and ratlngs tlmes (February and May) ‘ s

. : _Jﬂ. '

-1_1nto account at the same tlme. - ia,»gﬁ‘”'l. e

e » /: - :" o

"”ﬂllIt is/ 1mportant to remember that.sltes are nested w1th1n'u
- -models/and’ that as.a .result, the effects of ‘a site ‘canhot be-
uj_separated from the effects of -the site in 'interaction wlthf_j
"~the model ‘we must always speak of "sltes wlthln models.v””'
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The s1tes and models 1ncluded*1n thls analy51s dlffer

e . Sk

from those 1n the "standard" balanced deslgn descrlbed ‘in -

¢ - ._{l ,‘

'5J{ffb~ Chapter 1 because of mlsslng data. In addltlon to the models

prev1ously excluded from the standard deslgn, EDC and}Kansas

were exgluded from thls analys1s because they d1d not combﬁ\.

= }j::lffh the reé;ngs.s The Arlzona model was also excluded because_fv{%;EfT\;_)'
;d»hrflhf}f, teachers were only rated 1n May, maklng comparlsons over t1me.>%wy.i.
ikmi;il4;;; imnosslble.l?‘ The remalnlng slx models were run Wlth three ‘,y,:\ﬁ\"--
ux?f;_? }sltes per model 1n order to generate a balanced desrgn:;?ﬁ.;}fngjy_S\{;

Table 6 shows the results of the analysls of varlance..fv%v, S

A number of conclu51ons can be drawn from thls analysls.‘v"jff .

P

The strongest f1nd1ng 1s a’ s1gn1f1cant effect for s1tes (p < le);f:f N

k!

Thls means that there are.51gn1f1cant dlfferences between sites

;Iii_ﬁfi w1thln the same model 1n the ratlngs they recelve.l'Suchfai :
;=if'”‘. flndlngvsuggestsﬁthat sponsors'canmdl t1ngu1sh between 51tes L
?_%j “l as to how well they are 1mplement1ng the sponsor s»model and e
:;: | thls in. turn suggests that models do not represent unlform -
f; treatments 1n thls experlment. f v“ “"‘vy_ e..f‘ L
Another flndlng 1llustrated by Table 6 1s that approxlniw
i“mately 58% of the varlance in rat1ngs lles w1th1n s1tes..‘Th1s ajfz;*'}e

l'v - . ) : : . . -

'@—~‘ : o il
See Table 2 for a- llst of 51tes and models 1ncluded 1n thlS;wfﬁfﬁ
analysls.;erhg’ S
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. TABLE 6

; L _Qpnsor Ratlngs L I '“d_ﬁibd;7]
— o ,4R peated Measure Analys1s of Varlance s S

CoEL S ;;;zwfbl}ﬂl~ S ie L %of
;‘;“‘ AR St e S Méan’ T 4.7 . Total Sum
Source L SRR « & Square ' F-test . . -of Squa;es

R TSI

o " Site Within' Model o012, 0 10,385 - 2.446%** ‘ “,21 44; o
o -+Classvw1th1n Site~ . ,  79. o 4246 _QNOT,TESTEQ . 57071

~Rating-time . .~ .1 1.1l . g, 041 0 0.31
“Model. X Rating-time .~ . 5. . j2}490-\- - 2.806% - Co2014
'Site X Ratlng-tlme o120 0 110596 '1.798.. 73029

-+Class X Ratlng-tlme_-nl 79 -7 0.888 NOT TESTED . 12,06 -

[Eoe—— R N

N e
i .

'3;;;]},‘firotél 13 Tzl 100.00

.d4The analys1s is based on'‘a balanced des1cn w1th 6 models

.. ~and 18 sites; “the. balanced deslgn was created: by ellmlnatlng

’;;models with' only one. site: and. by.- ellmlnatlng level I . sites

- (minimal testlng)-wnere neeessary., An ‘unweighted. Teans fb
analysis-of: ‘variance is used ‘to. -approximate- the- solutlon w1th

Coan unequal number of’ ‘classes withinthe' s1tes._ Since. s1tes
" are ' nested’ W1th1n ‘models, the: effects of a site cannot:be .

;ftﬂseparated from the effects of- the site 1n 1nteractlon w1th
= the: moael.i.zﬁ‘ SRR By e : SR

ndlcates the effect-used 1n testlng the precedlng
_feffect- s1tes are cons1dered as a flxed factor,b»-,~




R
)

Pl emarion :

reasder s
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L they decrease or remaln essentlally the same.-

mentatlon are between;teachers 1n the same 51te, 1n general, ”;

a11 51tes have both goo‘ and bad teachers.” Thls flndlng

\ j '/

The thlrd flndlng of th\

R

nlficant model by ratlng—tlme 1nteractLon (p < 05) Thlsi;

v

analy51s. From thrs table we can gee that_rn some models the
5 . T e - .

':ratlngs 1mprove between February and May, whlle 1n others ff

St

,'\ ,J

The largest

W

'“L““changes are”In“Far West“and‘*Orecon““'the Far:We.t”"‘“*

i

3 the change 1n”rat“ngs ndlcateS‘an actual decrease 1n

e analy51s 1s a moderately 51g—




: f{ Sponsor Ratlngs ;3ﬂ ? B
Model Means from the Analys*s of Varlance

.M*Model

:E‘ar West:

"'fBank Street;? ¥ib{}

QFlorlda

_»fffEnablers




“?“Thn informatlon avallable does notgenabxe us.uo chcose une

Alfcorrgct interﬁr atlon.f‘mhe absence of an overall effect &or
4 . i , .

time of ratﬂng is: somewhat su prisxng because the ori qinal fikf:qfi’fffrv

-Aassumption o; the Plarn&d Varﬁatlon study was that all ciassea

- ‘move ncnszstently tcwara‘*ull 1mnlementagion@;  ? “

S P AUUNURI I EDP R Y

0y

:iﬁallj, the analyszs revea*s nc s;gnlf“canu d%zferences m,;;__; o

vbetxeﬂn mode7s.;~¢a &ach, ;he F ratlo 'er th*s ehfect ig

extrnmely smal1 (o 27.30) LVER emglrmcal y snonscr }'inQSQ

=

~

f:cannot be usedrto}daterm-ue3whetne*ﬁene moce; 5 mp*ementma" -









f:uhefare we.c&n ﬁraw ﬂcnaluqzcns abcnt fﬁect1theas.. Thia

‘ R : e . : T

Py

Agﬂqueshxon ;@ dealt wi&h cnlv ;n a pral;mlnarj rashzan xn Ehis;,

%gﬁreport, but 13 he:ng scua;ed more ru‘;v dur;ag the 19!1 72

o

-.year., Secnnd, slncw'mcdeiﬂ are not bean implementeﬁ Lﬂ all

“cla&ses, we mnst agk why therﬂ is variatlcn. What fac“ar“'

_affect imoleméntatﬁon such that gil classes arﬁ not a* Fhe

n ‘

sama 1&v&1? Tne next twe cnuptevﬁ are aevoted to thlS qua5~ -
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o - mc*ro;z?s -fmcw I\mu NCE IMPLEMENTATION

_ - o
In Lhanter 1, we asgertﬂ& Lhat the Guﬂbuluﬂ gf whid ah:»

facfars a&ﬁ c*“'mul@menﬁatlan can be iﬁ'argrc et 1n o ways,

3

,Fxxst .hhﬁ ﬁ\ctars, or uarxablﬁs, £an be usnﬂ de cfﬁgt veiyg-: i

: bhxﬁ cante L, tﬁ@vrale;anu gwnluw nudLlOﬂ queggiqna ar&;

2 : | | '-what doas paztz lgaticﬂ 1n ?lanaea ﬁarxaulon iﬁﬁol&é f@;'iﬁe ;
icad. Staru nt f and CGPMUﬂLtj, and naw gm ‘uhat afticiﬁaf

-

tiOn d"&iet frmm baV*ic1naﬁ1\;'in*zequ1ax iﬁat]ﬁéaxt?“ T

ff»

Lo ‘ahsw&z'theﬂi uestlmnm,'ln°pért}wa,will éxamine specific

as @ct@ of vmﬁi@mﬁnkatxam, 5uch as the kinds of training
SERRS 3

T rac&;v&d by the tea@ir'sf aﬁdui”u characﬁeristiéﬁ of the

e P @eamheEwana ar t'@af i;"i§ ?lanned Va%xaﬁ=ana ‘Wé,ar@ in=

i

'terésteﬁ‘in b@tn comyarang E:x perxcﬁcaﬁ in cliier@ L models

‘anﬂ xn cmmp rin q_Pl @ Va atlcn w‘tn non- ?ﬂ&ﬂﬂeﬁ arig-

;jtieng Tna QQ c'i"ﬁivﬁ f

3

swarﬁ i ‘Qﬂé iﬂ wnlch thu~%axi~

‘w,~

<

v ab;é@ t@ be pruseniad yqf@ Grigiually cun 1 eﬂgf

SQCD d he acaorb wn&ah afvﬁct 1molem nﬁaﬁig@iéaﬂ'hegb?“ '

'Laseﬁ hc ngkaxn lﬁ, la of ﬂmplem@nta ioﬁ  In the last .
jpﬁj'f_chapte fw %@und iarac wazlaﬁlﬂﬂ awona aiasme@‘in»%he,extent

"tc uhluh tn y weru mplgrmnklng unu.maﬁ ' qur d¢ad

£
=2
&
@ga
5
in
s

u*icn'cf”ﬁiy_nuc% varlatlan ASL&, mng ;ﬁ'ﬁ

f;mhtﬁtigr'ﬁﬂ one clas or sit




' rests‘or Lhe a%Smethﬂ that s“onsor anut m;lT not b@

another? The same variables which are presentedeescripf
tively can also be used to.try to exnlain'thiéfvariaﬁion;

*

Frcm\thgglperspective, t apoeara tnat tﬂe nrocnss of

impliement aﬁion ig more como;ex than Otlgl;&’lv anticipated,

Yhile we‘waula cleariyvexpect kﬁg Mgonsor S inpuﬁ_xo he an

impartant detnvm1nan“ of implementation, we think that this

. R . i

s

'jcanc&ptLQﬂwo& imnlamentation should be,ekpandeﬁ. First L, we

pfbpoSe”that,anrexéﬁinaticn_qf snonsor znuu% shoula uot bp

limited to trsining; as it has,b“en previcusly 1, but should

~include other dimensions, such -as staffing satéernsiand.

-

invalvément; Second, aﬁd mnrﬁ imp Qrtan*lj, wa p*ﬂ-os@'tbat'

acters ct ey than srcnsor innu” lnfiuﬁnce mcde? lmaleﬁ&ﬁtu“,;

-tibﬁ;' In e?phor*rﬁ tnewe addl ;cnal fac tor, e %a&e nrck,”

.y

gthem‘iﬁtc £ g&neral categar;es: staff,inpu ard the context

B

in whl&h th 12 s*a?: operahes,

o

Thg mmpthant cf; c z st aateaory c; var ab%esf

eﬁfective in acn“cv*ng imp 'ewentatlan~ualess the'mgéﬁl

\\ ..
;:adawted ard Lsed bV\tﬂa Staf The ﬂu;cass of such a@ODt104
e "\ SRR

Y

_ N o _ :
_ 'lSuppo t For thi@ 5Cfiﬂltlﬁﬂ is fcund in. Lhc faCu ‘that éata
- was cmllectec only on tnm; asnect of the coonso us 1nﬁut.




i f(ofiimblémeﬁta;ion)’depénds both on how well a teacher llkes
j the model dnd is w;lllng to make an efF?ét_to 1mplement‘it,
;and on. the 1ev§l of her sk 1lls and pre&zous tééching methods.
Tne Second cateaorv, the'onerétional conte?t”of'the-
sta;;, lS based on the’ assumpulon tnat the Sponsor and sta‘f
1nouts are inf lucnced by the 51buatlon around tnem.. More;i
s : '
sp@giflcally,vwe pPropose that lmolementatlon lS a;-ected bj | |
& ) ] K
: characterxstzcs o; a ite (su ch as lgs ‘size or fundlng agency) ,
by theve 1c;e1c; with whlch a sxte is managed, and byfthe__f : §>~
.;éu990?§ wnach adm=nlszrator¢ lee to a médél.  _ .; | | iu
| | ; | Tﬁué,;wevsga 1mglementatlon.Es-énﬁiﬁteractiye.proceés ;
w 1}f: ' '47hiéh de?;ndsvhottbn;yfbhﬂghé'in§§t §f'£ﬁé_$ponsor tb§t alsd i
7g’on,th6’réac£ién énd'inﬁut'Sf tha étaff with whom the sponsor . ,y
i$lworkiﬁg and. tnﬂ_conte/t ,n whlcn tney oycrate. ;
- I |
.hv da»a to be avesented arp takcn from a. numoer of - i
v '7500z5637'the Tedche* and Asd ‘ umstLonnaLres,,tqp Snonsor- B
. o S S
» L ) Imo‘emﬁn;atlon Reoorts, tnﬁ,? n 1. tonsu’tan* Rnsorts and oo
f';r?iv - ,  several tems &rom mlSCPllanOOJS sou*ccs.v_our p;}qary ana}y£i¢ fj,
Lool li'the Undeldﬂtﬁd mEans - 5aﬁySlé_of'vériAnéé”és dés;ribéd'-?ﬁ%
C ) . I
R lﬂ Cbaptrr 1 (se& D ?6 ) Four sats of analjsea/wcxc DC?“‘F 's'
Ny . . - : . .
- formbﬁ 4x?h¢'f' £st, na¢ea on Dlarned VaIl&»lOﬂ cla&ses'only,.- i
'7:é2aminé$ diffoanccs amona q;tes dnu mooe3‘ on spec1;1ed 'é
’5 ?a§ia$iééa:Jf£ne “tdﬂdarﬂ balaﬂcad égblgn.‘ﬂThéfseCOhdmcon~f”"}g'
- '?;trééts ﬁlan &ﬁ VdIlaﬁlOﬂ iﬁn . n-pl annnd ?arlatlmn (”V~MDV) 'i'
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A Y and uses a balanced des1gn w1th a smaller numbor of s1tes {‘

R -and models2 The thlrd and ourth based on the'sponsors R
ﬁ,'f '; vreports and the consultants reports i are s1mple site wlthln
model analyses | Slnce there is Gnlv one observatlonhper. |
”‘_s1te, the s1te“1s the bas1c unlt,vand a balanced des1gn’1s

" not necessary
| One analys1s issue whlcn nas not been d}scussed pre-
'v1ously is the approprlateness of the analys1s OL varlance S
strategy w1th dJchotomous response varlables ThlS’lS an'
1mportant cons1dera 1on s1nce ‘a s1zable proportlon of the

?varlables whlch ollow are dlchotomous.y Although 1t may

: appear quest*onable to use an analys1s Of varlanco in- thls
's1tuatlon, Lunnev4 has recently presented ev1dence that thls
departure from the usual assumptlons of the ANOVA modtl may R

l\;;eﬁﬂnot be serlous E A theoret’CallY more: approprlate way to

} ?@%_' 5Jlook at ‘the. data 1s a 2 way contlngency table (s1tes by
_gllwme; - -',:'presence ‘of characterlstlcc) . Suppose there are S. s1tes and

See Table 2 for the spec1f1c s1tes 1ncluded 1n these de51gns

¥
k4

3 Sponsor reports were completed for only 20 s1tes There is
‘no data for Tuscon, Veikart or EDC. Moreover, they were not
done until- at. least 2. or 3 months after the school 'vear:. the. >
“earllest report is dated August. 10; the: :latest, chember 21. ‘
- For 9 ‘sites, 3 entlre ‘models, the reporLs were -filled out on -
o October 29 or later Consultant reports are avallable for 34
.’s1tes : DR : :

3

L * 4 Lunney,‘G. '"Us1ng analys1s of variance; w1th a,dlchotom0ts'
dependéent variable: an emperlcal study" J. of qucatlonal
‘Measurement, 197Q, Z§ 2o3 269. : S , -

L)
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"*im models;.~.~Asshow'n"by“"C'oc‘hran5 the totalx2 Wlth S =1 degrees

'J'G’--zv ﬁ‘:uh ,of freedom can be partltloned intg components with m—l‘

’degrees of freedom for testlng model dlfferences and s= m

‘,.degrees of freedom for testlng dlfferences among s;tes w1th1n a@j_?

‘ “models. ThlS alternatlve analySls was carrled out as a o

chheck on the ANOVA.. The resultant.flndlngs show no'serlous
:drscrepanc1es from the flndlngS obtalned w1th the analyses;-ﬂd
fof varlance model 'The analyses are summarl?ed 1n Table ll‘
.Appendlx C The'analyses of varlance are-. 1ncluded.1n the

“body of. the report 1nstead of the'x2's for 51mpllc1ty of

RS P presentatlon B
Three addltlonal issues must be kept in- mlnd in us1ng f-g_

;;these data 1acP of 1ndependence among varlables testlng

:‘;large numbers of varlables, and usrng 51tes as flxed factors

Flrst, the number of 51gn1f1cant effects is probably 1nflated

I,

sxnce many of the varlables 1ncluded here are not 1nde—/

".pendent‘of each other both‘because,they measure dlmenslons

\

(such as behav1or and characterlstlcs) that are: correlated

Do ””bt.- and because they are structurallv related ; several varlablesh”ﬁlfwﬁf

- ,»
!

: may be taken from one questlon., Secondf testlng large

10
Ve SR
PR S (58 ' S . . . o r-,»;g . < R . L R - i

ot

'Cochran[‘w‘—'"Some methods of strengthenlng the common)(-'i
itésts{f Blom’trlcs, 1954 lO 417 Sl - *

i
7

!
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;Qnumbers of varlables at the same t1me lncreases the
'probablllty of f1nd1ng 51gn1f1cant effects by chance. :Third,

'the use of 51tes as f1xed factors,_results, in thlS analy51s,

[

in llberal F tests.. At symbol on analyscs of PV—only tab]es

A

;'ﬂ 1nd1cates model effects wh1ch would have been 1n51gn1f1cant
’11f 51tes had been c0n51dered randomG:? There ‘are many of

fthem;‘ Each of these 1ssues leads to the conclu51on thaL the

signiflcant_effects-presented.1n‘thls chapter~should be*‘

finterpreted’cautiously - We Wlll lize. 51gn1f1cance levels

A

‘heurlstlcally, then- as rough est mates of d1fferences and .

vas 1nd1cators of 1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs, but not as ithe ba515-

for grand 1nferences.f‘

Hence,-Chapter 3 is 1ntended to examlne -a large number:'

of varlables relevant to model 1mplementatlon in Planned

Var;atlon.' The bOdY of the chapter 1s d1v1ded 1nto three J,'

usections, correspondlng touthe categor1es of factors presented—‘

.earlier-'Sponsor 1nput 'staff reactlon and 1nput and the
zoperatlonal c0ntext of the staff .Wlthln each-sectlon the-
rvarlables flrst are presented and the flndlnas dlscussed

Then, the varlables are con51dered as predlcfors of levels

N
B ik .
RN . S o . o 7

-}
o
N 1

-Using. 51tes as random factors results in overly conservatlvcl*

" estimates: of . 51gn1f1cance because of the small numper of 51tes»*

w1th1n each- model ; o - T

NN
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- of 1mp1ementatlon, and addltlonal areas of studv are suggested

‘\

"h;

..The second step 1s more speculatlve than the f1rst butls nec-

essary because the varlables w1th Wthh we- are worklng

.....

'wdo~not aoequately tap all dlmens1ons Wthh mlght affect - ‘g‘ ” fﬂg

l‘model 1mplementatlon.

Because there are more data spec1f1c to the study avall—'f

'_able for sponsor 1nput the data presentatlon 1n that sectlon

’

‘1s much 1onger and more. - detalled than 1n the others. fConver}‘

o2

"sely,the d1scuss1on of the varlables as predlctors 1s.fairly»'

,‘

'”brlef, both because there 1s less need to elaborate on" the.a'

antlclpated relatlonshlps betwecn tralnlng and- 1mp1e— "

P

[1{lc

Avui et provided by enic

Toe o £

'haccepted than others we suggest and because there are
'fewer aspectc of sponsor lnput for wnlch there are no data.

;In the sectlons on staff 1nput and on context, the prlmary

u.cons1dered The data presentatlon in. these sectlons 1s

mentatlon s1nce these relatlonshlps are more commonlv‘

LA

emphas1s 1s placed on explorlng ways in whlch varlables mlght L

&

be . used to explaln varlatlons ln levels of 1mplementatlon,

“nland 1n suggest1ng addltlonal varlables Wthh should be ;f”*”

/’ -~

1elat1vely lJmlted

5.

te L . Lre




35"1"4'fi o The s onsor 5 prlmary respon51blllty in Planned

\
\

L fVarlatlon 1s to transfer the models from the sponsor s
i ‘j i . 3 ——y . \

.'home base to the Head tart 51tes. Slnce the modes-
‘\ N

'i‘“ ‘ .:aaﬁ_of te chlng requlred by a model may, for many teachers,t;u~*

1fferent from thelr usual modes, 1mplementatlon7”».' o

. _.‘..’.‘_.‘ !

frequlres that a Head Start staff member acqulre new
5 I

;A;ﬁ_ o ';(lm' skllls and technlques 1n the class and new ways of relatlng

'Aé;fg_ o V_to the chlldren.v ‘The sponsor bears ‘the respon51brllty for

s

'itralnlng the staff in these new mouels of tearhlng ln thlS

L 5
“ o

- . 1

IR *f’ldn? Questlonnalre and the Sponsor Implementatlon Reoort Several

faspects of tralnlng are dealt w1th We wwll dl cuss data -

j;’.:;'it" 'Lon the length frequencm, types and sources of both pre—'f

N

~u.

P S M x.serv1ce and . 1n servrce tralnlng 3 In addltlon, we Wlll

rol gpf;‘ f".examlne data on the contlnulng support “and feedback prOVlded

iy

5*by the sponsorr,

ey

s &

Whlle tralnlng may constltute ar major portlon of the

;fi;,jl“~ O sponsor S 1nput 1t does not deflne 1t completely Therefore,

iafter presentJng the avallable data, we W1ll dlscuss the

s L _.1_. ) ) - A -

”'"the adequacy of the data wrthln the framework of the

> ' . il

a iy

~expanded concep 1on of lmplementatlon presented in the
uilntrodu\tlon,'and w1ll suggest other aspects of the sponsor

"1nputs Wthh should be con51dercd 1n attemptlng to deal hth




s ;'; 3 .;‘“' ' 1mplementatlon more fully 2 These 1nclude ehe smonaor =
stafflng patterns and the non model areas w1th whlch he
L,becomes lnvolved 1n thi communlty

7\_ |

o -'~.Pre~aerv1ce Tralnlng \ i f”f:' .'>v.h

Tables 8 9 and 10 sémmarlze the results oF thev

l

,5_analyses carrled out on varaables relevantato Dre servxce
tralnlng 7! Table 8 presents varlables xor whlch there are
51gn1f1cant dlfferenee »tamonq models or amonq e'siteef
Jwithin~models; In add1t10n~eo dlsplaylng the sxgﬁxficaﬁcee‘

;:levels, the table shows the oartltlonlng o; var 1ance, e.;

L .~e ST B glVlﬂg the percent o; varlance exnld‘ned by a: kqowl rdge

-of models anu eltes, and tne gercevt ov va awc; remalﬁi

BT
.

;'among classes Wluhl the srges.'-mhe anaYVSLs are besed Sy

.
‘

-

:on the ‘staraard Q ' qn. (as snecxf' ’iﬁ Tan*e 7) gnd

E?~e f 'V.“n' ;ﬁf.ilnclude only Plannea Ve?ie 1oﬁ é155§é§. ”°ﬁ;;e;f _e1;

w .eL Table 9 presents tne requltq of *he Com?arlSonsibetween }Q;i;;
| Planned Varlatlon and non- lanned Va*latLOﬂ Llaeses (Pvn\Pv};éw

_for the same varlables that wexe enalyv  in Table 8 Bga‘n, '

gboth Slﬂ!lflcance Tevels and the part*tlovlna or varlanae are' '

e .i\e glven.' The mnpOLtant ex:ects 1n thlsktgble are»ebe ovelall

<

. . : 52 . . Lo
e {gQ7One aenerai prcblemg“lth most of - thejuﬂLstleiﬁ on trglnlnc R
2o L isthat they! are not. specifically Qlimited to mccel_eralnxnc.:f_ o
B 'w'f‘i‘foulng ‘them in the .contgxt: ef implamentat lcﬁ,_*hew,.zeau;ree .i A
the’ dSSngtlon ‘that -most, if ‘not: all traiiing in 'a site, " lS '
. PN . related. to: thepdaubl.. SlﬂC“ there is . evxdcnce tnae,tbls
.0 s o not always the. case’ {e.g. meoule other’ ‘than-the snoneor . ey
Tl TR e ]repreeeneatlvejare Leoortec.go give train 1wg}, tnee naencs o
s presented here must be used: wi“h cautxoa in arqwlng con~x ‘
3clu51pns iboutfmeﬂel 1m4;emeneatlew. : :




TABLE 8

Pre~$erv1ce’?*a*nan

arlable \ame

Analyses of Varzancn for Pl

Saurces 0; Varlance.-

K
i

'm,.

MOé&l

eu V“rzatloﬁ Clas»es

DLd yeu IECQIV_POEQ~"
- service {cummer;
tralnlng° :

TQES ch Long was the R
- pre- serv;ce trazn*ng

;TQcG Rina of pre- aeréica f~¥
' Lra;n;ng.. -
'.JDemonQ ratzon

1asggn55

Lectures-

Inc;vx&uai re;t*_gﬁ
w*th leace*

G*oug dzscuss;ons
DlSCQSSlan of v*meo
tan&& lgssons

Obscrv«tlons

ﬁhQ\g«K
(n&x§an J“Q waa ‘

ch;ck@a one or. mcrg
: cpanqax~

..;chsultant

‘18 13

Sk Aok

15,16+7"

e

'2df§x

i%i

1%7:

’» %tf 5

- 19. 76%Q;f

“:_iw

~15.36%
*#*#»g-;s;:»u-

23,47

kg

,vizﬁILijlj
B i‘ﬁ‘* :

18. 33_5 

L

e for notes. - ..

o

gt S . - . - X . . i )

.':1332Nf _;'

e
S
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Nates ;or Table 8-

‘ ' The letter ang, numhcr codm in the’ le:tunana column BT S
- “indicates the cuesuzonnaﬁrn ‘and dtem from. vvxch.tni s :
o var;anle ;s haken,, Q la tne ;eae erj AnE

”he ton row oz ﬁumberS'-or aach varngle azvea
pere;nt of variance explained: by, amamT d SLL 8
the n&rcentaqe ﬁound within<s:
numbers for v.ch-variable ,
‘ofthe. alztmzencea between: models and sites. Con-. e
vent:ona* no?atlo . is” used ' IR

‘“itbgas-gﬂlklcaWCﬁ S

%

C e

‘p S .01 SR e
"‘Signl 1ca't

o Dﬁ class ra:ers o tn :aegrees ‘of frgcgcn for clabses. G e Y
' 'wathln sztes (fkth Lhe hur Quest&oxw«xrg u&@&"ﬂ‘ T“_fa“f;—””:’ '
clasg is-equis alnn - e
- er B .classg wit ey acbex, 5 : “151Q E* ant
. lent ko) Ttaide. }-‘. ﬁlﬁ AE Eor. e
.. sites and 8§14 ! ]answn in his .0
. aaal_w the. inoche body of

3 mg»f tes;ea aga SLoFites.
mo&nﬁ 1uta;a tion term becatse Sites

°'*ercnt Sét @f si¢A§‘ana macels;;u;;y“;.

fhe an“lys;s'av'dues*‘oq@ 5*&ﬁ&;@”gﬁ;7f sea.gn‘rasn@
"&ram all teaeﬁéWag~iDClﬁﬁmﬁ§ those wh V,QpaVn@a e
; Ser1CG R4 azﬁxna (GUQ@tLQh‘Q} - e
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 ”gﬂgﬁQs§ Qr ;able °°5_

v The top oW of, numbﬁr fhr Bach” wavlahl@
. eent of ° Jaxlance explaznna bﬂ‘ﬁww"“V‘ m@ﬁ&lﬁf
- ‘actions and classes wWithig sitess . The

o

“vaﬁiablg &ﬂaiCath- the .sian Elcane@'{L
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- IABLE 10 \ L E
- _,';af_- S T . :
DIQ“SQIVAPE Tfai'inql. o ’
Aﬁalyseq 0¢ Wa*xanﬂe 1%mm S mésafs'iﬂeporﬁs-'f?j

Lo . . . B Ot s RO e S

S SN e . B

- Sources @f Variﬁnce° L T e

,  .Site5
S oo omithine
Varlhblﬂ uéanw o Model T Modal df sites
“prra%smrv aa Lraznlna e T LR,
:,_(]) Tatal bmf Q@urgw" N e

Fox mﬂachﬁra o esglan 0 a3g Dag
. e e T T

j_?or Aldﬂa :‘ S s6.% . a3er 1y
"f?v(Ekr%@w many “davs did e

. pre-service fra ining R .
1[caver@' L e E .
f'“”h Te %rﬂﬂ.'a SRR < S 1 T R 12
; . ... us L I
77?0f‘@&d@5~ oL UB3BLSY y 4605% T a0
NN T S }._ MR

o '

o

vrg&i{uj\tameare taaeﬂ hlmw the Hu@ﬁ%ﬂf lmplgmenga*;@n &cwortg;lfjf

L Thege dualvsgs;“ @m%@ﬂ‘)ﬁ y on i;Vﬁ-modala'ana 17 5ites

o, begcause of mx*smﬁg ‘data and the omission of models with _
 1;0nly e gxa%.. ‘Since thers i @ﬂiy one Qnschmt;@n per . T
o8ite; there - ‘is no within-site wvarfation, and the Qltg o
“_.jeffchﬂ cannot be tested. | The top fow of aumbers for

-~ each variable gives “the peréent of variance espliined.

'bf m0dels dnd»py sites %Lihiﬂ WOdﬁlgc, The socond row

£ riable indicates the significance of dlffﬂv
“im@aeinﬁ.ﬁonvantAQna*:,@&qtlmﬂ is useds

0k
0




poT - PY-NPY effrcts and the 1wterac fong of PY=NPV with

“fmodelﬁ anﬂ'ﬁit&s, 'A signi “laanu»?%QN?Uveff&ct”feﬁnﬂ that

-«

dszerenc&% between tbé wo;grmuwg @x14~ wh@n-@l% models

'ané Sltﬁ& are c&nai&erﬁﬁ ﬁéaeﬁh@re IE PY is greater than

ey Gn‘afgiven varzablﬁ, thxs mpazca tes that on the awverage,
B A o “ . '
oo the s scores f@r PV teaa‘éb@ cmnﬁluo be hngnnr than the scores

e ,‘\7;42;;w-€or ﬂpv eaﬁh&rso- Wh@n hnﬂru axﬁ az i ;iaant PY=NPY offocts
' IE”'the,wﬁan% le ﬂach mroun are alag shown in the Table %, an
o intwractzum h@(weeﬂ pvrapv and gites (or models) meang that

the r&lat On h;p h;t&cv Bv'aﬁdﬁN?V‘i& different in diffarent
sxtes lor medels },"Th@ madel mite £ ; are show

.

Ty ‘ iny to di pl ay the entire analysis, They ars othervize

¥

'cgnfuﬁing*béﬁauﬁ@vtnay‘includé hoon - Py angd N?v,f&sgeﬁﬁzﬁg
Ha L Cause o PR | NP :

Thus, when we find sﬁﬁﬂ ii7;

in thiﬁ‘&apla,nit' ﬂaﬂﬂ th iifferences exist even when PY

and HE Vamwmmw ,_’..;-"Ehf;: "n‘gezg;séé»@gaaim_;,@f; fmjmgﬁ of .
umﬁdgl difﬁéféhé&ﬂ Nﬁlﬂnf%ﬁli £0ﬁ Eo§h%&$pé:im&nEa§~.aﬁé
. Zcmn&f@i grov § i§}éQ§ éﬁ@a?:  ﬁﬁggévfﬂg§ aﬁalysa;,aiechat ’
. o b gﬂ mn th @am@%SiL4 gama wadels‘a§;tﬁ@ yx@§iﬁua anéiy“ﬁ&'°
ujﬁ @“ @ﬂly ?V ulu ;‘; ‘mﬁ?LbV*§PV éﬁﬂiy" 'unc udﬁ 4 wquza
; : and I alt@,‘ agazn 1nfa bu anaaﬂ ﬂuslﬁﬂ“'@Tﬁiﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi isg
. wiler ahdﬁ gha 5Lanaasﬂ %c g; b@@@ﬂﬁggaatg;égr}néﬁ%

L ¥ .
?3annnd Vz ai o mea hitrs @nd:

i ﬁf)%x W f.kﬁ

‘»’t't‘ "o
oy .

\:»J,tfé? ( o “i‘ahi v 2),

aﬁlﬁ 1@ 0&Ldih€ uﬁalyﬁﬁs‘avagri:h;; for
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training ivems taken from th

e
U
3
0
3
in
&)
=
[ N
Baad
3
¥
pa
Py
E]
O
po

report. CIn uhese aw&iw £8 thexe‘}s only 2 modal factor

“

and 2 site factar necause for sach variable, thare is only

+

one observation pey site. Cmnf*‘u@raly£ the test of signif-

icance for model difforences usés the mean sguare for sites
45 the denominator, and no test of significence of the .
- diffeténces betwen giteg is pogsible. The analyses are
. ‘ ,) - ‘ ' A ‘
. <. - 8

3

based on 5 mcdclw wztu 2 to d:gites in each.

The means and Sk 3ndard deviations for all sites for

.

each-ef‘ﬁhege‘vaxiableﬁ are givern in Appendix D, The medns

for the models included in the analyses prosented hefe zro

&)
£ .
ghe n Tauie 1i. Thess means are shown because they ars
baged only on sites in the balanced desiagn. aﬁﬂ conseguent iy .
are diffﬁzcnﬁ from the modal means shown in the aggﬁra4,,
K! . .
The site FRans are Aot glven because they do not change.
The first variable presented in Table % is the guestion
DLd you receive pre-servies !aummﬁr)ﬂtza¢ 1ng“' Cddverall,
0% of the PV Tvachers wanswer yes to this question, ﬁﬁW@v&x,
both model and site 4ifferences Thm mederd
means range fvom 100% of the moidel
! . ~ ‘ - J -
The nurber of sites cxn‘warj e because Lhey are the na 1#'
Uﬁ-u anﬁ not a factory Lo MQ anaEJ?@ ' : SRR
}Gx Gach V&fizb ta ﬁ;sﬂugsaa;‘kna SOUres will be indicatod
‘uy unszmfe"1€k1a“ 1T pRrenthoses, ath guostion is TO%4:
Tﬁacbﬁf Questionnaire liem nusbor 4. An esplanation of sach
abbyaviation is given aﬁ'a.iamtﬁat: in the agcompanying taobles
and the conplete ‘g catlonnalres can boo found in Appendls B
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-.reportlng that they recelved pre- serv1re tralnlng while

only 289 of the teachers in the Enabler model rece1Ved it. 10 LY

o]

Ty
ry w‘;‘f", c

It is not surprlsrng_t ‘.thé3Enablers are lowest on thlS
variahle beoause therejj: nowprov1s1on.for Pre- serv1ce‘
tralnlng rn thls mooel fIn'addltlon to dlfferences betweeh
models on this quesilon,’there are also. ]arge dlfferences,'
'lbetween the sltes within a model _Four models'have parti-
“cularly‘large%variations betweeh sitesfin;the'percent‘ofj

, "

teachers who report that they have received preéservicebf ) ﬁ r

traJnlng Far West (Tacoma,'lOO% yes; Buffalo, 18% yes),

.Arlzona (LaFayette, 81% yes; Lakewood %)[vBank Street

~(Boulder,'lOO%; Wilmington,‘30%), Enablers (Bellow Falls, -

'83%; Colorado Sprlnqs and Bllllngs, 0%). There'are no
: differehces between PV and NPV teachers on this variable.

S n

lOA numbﬁr of the varlables in thlS chapter have’ dlchoto—
mous responses: -the answers:  are either. yes/no or check /"
no check. With such varlables we report the proportion. of
teachers reSpondlng in the text. 1In the tables of means,

however, we’ report mean values. For check/no check
responses -where l=check and 0= no check, the means are
directly 1nterpre1able as proportions.  With yes/no re-,

sponses, there is a middle step because l=yes and 2=no.

In the data above, the mean for Olegon is 1.72, which means
‘that 72% of the teachers did not receive pre-service training.
The percentage who did receive e training is obtained by
subtractlng the mean - from 2.0. This procedure holds for -
.all items where yes is coded as 1 and no as 2. ° '

" Because the significance- levels in; this report are - pr1~
marily heuristic, we did not perform subsequent analyses
_after flndlng c1gn1f1cant F ratios. Instead,extremes are:
rcpothd For differences betmccn sites within”models,
‘then, we simply report the: models with the'widest range
among sites on a particular variable, ‘and give the means
~of the 2 sites w1th Lhe catreme values :

¢



. ﬁ70_,v

oo . There are also significant /du. rences'amongvboth_
s . " . o N, . . -
s1tes and models 1n reSponse to thelquestion of "How 1long

r",.

was the pre- service tra1n1ng perJ_od”"'(TQ;;).ll Teachers

. in' the Oregon model report the h1ghest nu 'er'of prevservice

tralnlng days (X—lO l days), Wlth Kansas (8.4) and\Florida

N\
(7.5 5) followlng At the other extreme, the Enabler teachers
;report Bhe fewest days (l 6). and Fal West 1s also low (2 3).
‘Again, there is a great deal of Varlatlon amcngv sltes in

the'Same model : The largest varlatlon iS' in‘Ariéona .

R (LaFayette, lO days, LaPewood 0)[ Kansas (Mounds,'lB;S,L

-days; Portagev1lle, 3.0), and ngh Scope (Fort Walton Beach

- Sl . N P

. .10 days;fcreeley, 2.2).

L ‘ Data on. the length of pre serv1ce tralnlng are also

fa\allable from the Sponsor Implementatlon Report (See‘Table e

_ ll). The sponsor reports, however, do not correspo lelth"
the teachers reSponses. The correlatlon between the two ;'l

aCcounts;of,thepnumber of days of pre—servlce forjteachers"‘

o /@ : llThe analy51s of this variable as reported here ‘is - based -on
- ‘a response classlflcatlon slightlyg,altered from the one g
obtalned in the\actual data. . The orlglnal data showed a few
s1tes with, extremely high averages. From the large standard
dev1atlons ‘which accompany those means, it- appears that
the questlon may -have been misunderstood by some teachers.
;;gln an. attempt to minimize 'this problem, we recodea all
,/rcsponses(of 26 days or more to 26 '

s I




',‘between models 1n the number of days of pre- serv1ce tra1n1ng v

. 13g

;7;f

' is only 02 12 From the . sponsor S accounts, themdifferences

.
N

.}glven are not s1gn1f1cant l% Oregon has the hlghest me an

',.

(7.5 days), but the mean 1s lower than that obtalned from

the teacher reports (10 l) -In the case of,Kansas and'Bank

Street the dlfferences are more serlous because contradlctory

-'concluslons .can. be dréwn from the two sets of data. From“'
-the teachers data, the mean for Kansas is. amono the hlghest

.(8 4 days) but from the sponsor s account 1t 1s at the lowor

, end of the d1str1butlon (4.2 o):- The high mean reported by
: the teachers in: Mounds may eADlalnﬁthls dlscreoancy There,'
‘are also dlfferences, however, between the sponsor and

'teacher reports in Bank Street In thls case, the-sponsor“s

account of the number of days of pre- serv1ce tralnlngs is
y hlgh in rclatlon to oLher mode 1s (7 2) whllc accordlng to

o o
.the.teachers‘ account 1t tends to bc low (3.3);=~Such

———

discrepancies suggest'that>th1s quest;on»has"different

128u1p11s1ng1y, the number of days ‘of pre service’ tralnlnq
1eported by the teachers is more strongly rclatod to ‘the |
sponsors’ reports of how much training was given to the.

aides (.413). It i%s not clear what: this means. ' The
correlations of teachers' reports of the ‘length of thexr )
pre-service. training also has' low correlatlons with measures -
of pre-service in days. -All correlatlcns are dlsplayed 1n
Table 2 p Appcndlx C. .- - :

he Sponor Implcmcntablon chorts reguire a dlfferent k
analysis than do the "Teacher QuestJonnalros Bocausc Lhey
hdve only one opservation per site,” we can test the' signi-

- ficance of differences between models,; bit not bttwcon sites.

Only five models are included in these. analysos. CREC,  NXYU,
and PlLLSbUlqh were omitted.bécause cach-has. only one site,

;and -there are no data'for‘Alléona Ulch‘Scspo, or. LDC i

1

4




eAamlnatlon o; sxte means sho«s that in contrast to Lhe

IQISWQ dlu lechd ln lntergxutlng thb fmndxng ‘about type

-72- -

’meanlngs to dlfferent people.; As -a result,’it is‘difficult

'to 1nterpret the flndlngs There are. 51gn1f1cant dmfﬁercnce5~

Py

'in the total number of hours of pre service reported bv

the sponsors w1th Oregon hav1ng the hléhest number (60 ,and
Plorlda the ’ccond highest (40);

PV—NPV compa¢1sons on- length of pre service . (TG#SY

yrcveal an overall effect 1n whlch PV teachors re oort more - .

pre- serv1ce tralnmng (7.2 Jays) than VPV tcachor% (3‘2),'

Thcre is also a mo@crate SLLe by PV~ VPV lnteractlen,

A’

overall trend NPV tcachcxs “in wllmlngton, Fast St. Lou;§

' and Gxeeléy, repcrt md%é-premsetv ce txalnlng than PV

teachers.l? Thus, it -appears that models and sites dlf
in the‘amount‘of~pre+service‘traLnLng thev récexve-~although

vteachers and SpOnbOL% dQ not aoxee an. whaL thoac amcuntq

3
2

‘are~—and thaL PV gutq more prc~ucrvxce Lhax NPV,,

TI "eachers were also asked 5“what klnd‘dﬁ.prérSQrviée

o ( ummor) traxnlng haVu you ruccxv»d and h) whom°" (TO?U) 15
Tablo 8 bnows LhaL thox are jnxflcant momg} ax}fuvqngus

_'on all Lypes of anlnxng a - to “nethr‘or‘noL Lho tralnmng —

Yyo py-Npv compaxmaana aro poss;ble ﬁxam Lhe npénsor"

.ImylemanaLLon Ropoxhq.

KA

and sources of LraLnLWg b} the generality of the labels

“used to. identify some.of these ¢ atcgoxlesf  Although it 1"1‘
impossible from Lhu heauunq "ab chaonns“ gqe) kno“ uheLha

o B .l’ . N
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was ‘given; ite differences are sxgnlfxcant for four typvq
. , .

_(lecturesi 1nc1vxdual meetlncs, group QLSCUSSIQR, and'

. role playxng) Hnd are ing iqnlrlcaw*'for.th& chers.z"

s

Ewamlnztloﬁ of mouel maans zeveals »hat Ln all caqes, em&her

-

Oxeg n or hansab has fhe thh@Qu prapoxuxon or “Qachvz
whoireport they aﬁ,the specxf;ed‘type of traln;ng:{See’_ ‘ )
Tab le l l) a‘ . . . ) | . ';”. ) A . ‘ - ». C - B ‘-.. ...l.‘y” S ) B ‘ | - - ot ‘

‘There are 31%0 szaulfxcant dlfﬁerﬁﬂCLS ‘amenq mnd;lq

on all four cahegozlcq of r*swausq ro - the qug&txan ok whu

*

gave th; tvaxnlng, and dlffu?&RCyS amanq Skt@& w;thxn"’i\f

1
L.

*muduls on twa'ca*ﬁoorx 3}{ gansav r@ur santa“&vc ana loval

v\Heaﬁ btar* otfic@} ( ahlu 8) v“ltrshculd b notud Chat deSL_

J.var YPleb Jndxcate ohly taa* a cateqorv maa mLL@d aq'ff.t

(A8 (ccnt ) t rLfLLb to a anlvnr cbsarvxng the teacher,
oy boo thu teacher obxerv*uq ‘an Nxemp ary“classreom, the

"'ilabmlx for the sources of “Erainitg th more»pxablemutl “than -

the hcad*nga on types %t traxv;zg Bach categorv as
;_pxonlomb _one majorsdifficulty is »he qugwcxan of whexre thu
‘sponsox's local: 1%DELSQRM&§1V§ is considered - (this is the

’_,puxsan who lives . in.the cammunltv hut o traxﬂua,'avd ;n'l
osome cases paid, by the-sponsor Lo ba ruaganaxmi fc: o L
*;mplem :ntation in that %ltg) I8 oshe included as - th \ovsel

Srepresentative .or under the local Head Start ufxxva’.fﬁat“
Csuspect that qxtfarenu buacnuxs answorad the qnantxen 1n‘-

Cdibfferent ways. - The label canaultqnt“ is awén HOXe uan using.

~j“aka from: ghcé* ghonal Head St

ﬂQcat“qar3. JFhus, the cahuﬂaus

 because a numuur of peoplecan. be included:  thd OCD = aaulm.'
-itﬁnt who sent-to monitor implementation \anu_shou14 QQt
et ngxno anv tralnxnc},‘»he hea;ondl ”tainxna xch

local” COllQOGSqK.thbG pEople are
emusultan»g,_hut sre-ve rx dx:ﬁeru
. Mothex™ {%grg is no space’ for )
" AS, & result, wo have no clue’ 0,

“s. :
;yxug to whom it ﬁQ& 1
_ ,uﬁaachatg used - khxs
alg centdmu anwxqultleﬁ

o owhich Timit Lnu 1ntergrgt“tjonw “hluh can ba uxa\n_«rdm' hese
datas SRR o S - e R




pre-service training varxabla were re-run with only the. '

‘,
.
.

¢ ' S -
e 3 . .
5. _ . . : : h
.% LI ‘ . . 'AK \- . - . r . 2
CLwE L= Te-
; .
being the source of at le&s* one tvoe of‘trainfhg‘ the
hva:iables do not **11 how. mucb or th nnmber QF tvpe of
train ._g give .Agalu, Or egon “and Kan 3s havu con s*=ntl§g~

hxah groportlﬁns af teachcr@ who repor *ece;vxuv souo‘ TN

e g

traxnsng “5Qm thes; peop 0'.~i$§0n~0r:f hanba 5“%» QrﬁﬁD“

74% ﬂs o 1c@:17Kan$35, 8?§* Greaow! 66@) (Taﬁ* 11¥

_S;nde\these‘twﬁfmﬂdels also have tﬁg hi ghasg nambut:o*
dch&rg remo“alwg khat thev rccezﬁua “re«m xvice tra&nku@, =

o
o

.it is cssxblo ;baL gtg nxgh;mean& tor.yypﬁs”arfﬁdurCQS'uf

tlalﬁiﬁg,éry a.rvefle ticn‘&f_that pravious find ing ra rthay
thgn *egivdiﬁfex&ncﬁﬁ*in tha ty§cs.ef‘t:aini§§_mff@red; TQ:

examlne>thiﬂ’yassibi\ih', &he ana ivsasfaf-vaﬁian:e @n¢ph@

r&spﬁﬁéésvnf':ea@hers‘w?e re pa ted recgiving some pra-sorvi

traxnlnu'ih”l'ded;l” The re sul:« @fﬁéhesa,anaLJSQé‘isée‘f~ s

Tah e l?)i? shou gafh;a sugnort Qh t e ﬂVDG thesis explaining

. <o

ICC U aaﬁumpbi igknzat tmauma 5 who &;a not’ EQ»Gl“@ %ru«i'
service tratning will Che able to report-on Lﬁu lengthy
CEvbeor. souroe of thaa trawnlag,~ Ihas zeza rREPONSSS . may

o

o
 ba eannuLng the range of response Anlthe latter Gh;&tl@ﬁﬁ
bevgna what it would have boan. i1 ow&v tuacherb whe wad re-
eaived txa*nxvq were. included. This rosulis in sxtw;wa' tHe
T moans g5:3 thu daluﬂtiﬂﬁ of. tﬁO&u adels and sxt&g i wn; ﬁ mOre
teachérs reépobtad LQC&lVle pre-~service t:&tn;wgwnfd ar imt@f
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a limited time during the summer,  Tables 12, 14, 15, and

16 pareilel Tables 8 snrowgn 11 for pre-scrwice trainins!
: - . 1
: %
Tabhle 13 inoiuded aniad / et 0§ PV oclasses oply and Lhe anadysos
g . L -“
are hasad an 9 models and 27 siten. iy the standard Ouskan,
. : o :
Tabic 14 » the PV-HPY comparisons for the sanc vars ables,
Dut cwith s smaller zawple of 12 sites and 6 mnw~= Tabyle 15
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deviavionas for all sites and 5’?4'!'1';’/1.?14“
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no further analysis
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Table 13 shows 3igniﬁxcant differopees among both "gites and
. models, Ly znzua 1on of Tabl& 16 indicates that podel means

range fyom a low of Dwto: Orenon {(training ovcurs on the

ge of pnee 5 ank}dl to a hidgh of 5.9 {or Kansag
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oo s e B e e \
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TTPhAs cucs Lion 13wvwalad Trom l=daily to 7=once this yeoar,
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ThELE 13

I : ' In-Service Training
o Analyses of Yariance for Planned Yariation Pla"v
7 . v ; ' '
\ . . Sourceg of Variance:
SBite Class
. Within Within
. Mariable Hane Meodel  Mgde]  Bite ) df Class
AN v ¢ ) i
N S T4z Flerunnnytof Gns 27.52%+ 25,501 146,937 110
" cgdrvice training A i
TH49 ind of in-zervice
. tr mmnq E )
. - prmonstration-lounons 100201 20.82 ha,88 ' 135
. L , " vy ‘ | : ,
Lecturos 1061 20,38 66,57 /4 135
L P !
' / , ' ‘r
o o Group digzcussions 10,564 . 18.09 71.3% . ¢ 135
. . x 5 # , '
. - — Sl \‘/ e ™ !
D_.L'ZC,U'I sivn of video- 14,117 N, 45 65,44 | 135
taned legnuns ' i ' . ;
. . . I
Obsoervations . 4,4t 2287 77,70 ,[ 135
: M5 * & !
CRule playing -~ 11.39% 20. 10 58,51 SR B 5
' A ) Rk kK ’ o
TORY "lho gave in-gervice .
. N~ ) /‘__..,_.....
training: (numpbey—wt—"
differmnt types /of ,
. Crabtning given byl: . L -
. Sponsor chrezcuta © 5, 84% 18,78 15,414 129
' rive MHE .k '
f Congultant 12,261 19.73 68,01 129
iR *k * & :
Local HS Office 5. 30t 21.34 73.736 129
E : MNE ok .
Other ] 13.6% 12.77 74.14 . 129
Ve ' : R * K : NG ‘ '
TOFS - Wo response “{kinds - 8,420 24 04 67.54 e 129
of training not .oNs kK | ‘ :
. received!) o : ,
~ e AN .
Note: t indicates that model effects are not significant when gites
. o are used as random factors. See notes {or Table 8 for fur hP
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“TPABLE 15

In-Service Training

Analyses of Variance from Sponsors' Reports

\
o - Sources of Variance: S o ‘
"‘, , : : ' : Sites - ‘
_ C ‘ L Within ' - §
Variable Name | Model - Model af sites
S1#4b In-8crvice training - '
" (1) Total no. .of hours
For Tecachers 89.8% . 10.2% 12
) Tk ok ok . e
| For Aides 40.2% 9.8% 12
’ Kk ok
(3) How many dav- did
the in-service ,
Lralaynag cover? & _
Fee Teachers 75.0% 25.0% 12
* k& ' '
, C- For A u 70.8% 29.2% 12
: . X & '
. . (3a) Fracuone, of . 18.7% | 21.3% 12
: training:. ©okk o '
I3
e e e e o ot e e - .
" b / .
Note: wa'a;dcﬁcrlptioh of the tuble, see the note for Table 10.
[ ) f
. . ’
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rep@rtﬁ ahautanﬁ =% LV&O& troining the
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3
3
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monthly and twige ponthly. There is also large variation

ARt e o

among sites within the same model. The sites in the Ransas

wodel show he IarQOut variation with Pavuawcvillw r@pmx&inq

P

that in-service trainiwg QGCHK& batween onen 3 weck and oneo

evary Ltwo wneks (2,3), “ouads rummrtlﬁu Lerce a \ozr 5.3,

- 1

and Oraxbx roporting approxi makn]y ance & ynxr'éﬁ.B},

e ot v e At i w1 o e ooy e
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‘:yh

receive’ s

3’4
x:Q
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et}
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ot

21y ne mere or 1&& frequent training thao
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moderately signi flcant PVw‘? h} site intovavsion which
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appears to be due in para'ta"mnc;simw Globmston Countw»y In )

“keachoers; in the other sites the PV mean’ tends to be arqaucfmf“
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N ~ -

b : ' 5

than or quql o *hu;NPv mﬁang‘ The lack cfooverall FU-NPY

_—
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this model  received a
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sources pn froquongy of inEervice trainin
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E#]
o4
Fath

-
£
14
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-

B

or which there {8 agroenent botween

vy
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9‘5‘
Paid
e
. L2
-

el

[ad
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training occurred ones g W@Qﬁnﬁﬁuaﬁr
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this is the nighest mean of all the models. The ﬁim&'ﬁﬁ ncies

in the other models suqepst *waL Lo may be diffovonces

“he Gponsar ‘ﬂﬁlu~““t&t on Rapovis slzo give Lrtnrwth@n
en the tatal numsber of hours and davs ol iR“SQTUiQG tfainiag

o o X e 3 b8
show signi ficant di ffevences  among  models, with Bank
"exort;“u vhe highest numbar of haurs of training given Yor

. S E 0 T . Sois 28V 2o piee .
both teachors (Feil] nourzl and aldes (262! and the moge
PYRRsEn s BT Re P tten iy - « . ~rde o g gn S AW S . X .. B A SR
gays oL Lraining (W for teachors ls 49 aides=38) ., Flaorida
e b < W ER v ! ol Toas v .
18 the lowest on both variables wish 4@ nua*

‘ N ' ¢ s
e S vy s and oideg gy .;,

ti&iﬁing for aath Lﬁachw § and aides. Ynﬁ-f.‘ -

Florida model iﬁ\ﬁna@tﬁtan@&blﬁ becavse the. focus of thair
[ - ) A o ws & h “ ¥ '."‘ , W o v ‘ E‘V ".- ¥ T T’ ‘ d.t;?
training is tha.?&r@ﬂc Faucatoy rvather than - the teacher,

but is not. consistent wi

o by hiﬁz;mmanncﬂfprﬁngww Loe

& &ﬁCHRd aspegt of in-service tramning for which there -

are &at@ i‘ the kindg of training received (TQE9)Y.  Table 14
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The number of klnds bf tralnlng glven\,y the consultant
\ P

i -dlfféra S1gn1f1cantly among both’ models and sites w1th1n

models. ‘The teachers in the High Scape model report the most A

. [ . .
training from.this source, (4.7 kinds of training given by .

v w . . e

the consultant), while the teachers in EDC (1.5) and Far West
. . v - - -

L e N e
(1.7) report the least. :The largest amount of varliation

among sites is «n the A}izona”ﬁodel'(LaFayette, J.5;

~Lincoln, 6.0), iligh Scope, (Fort Walton Beach, 218; Greeley,

!

5.7) and EDC (Patterson, 0.0; Washington, 3.0) also have
: R SN L DA ; T
l%;ge'amounts._ The problem with interpreting theSe findings

is thatiwe'do not know to-whom "consultant" refers. _ Because
|, : . . . . .
r’o§/thé’range of peaple who might be included in this categbry,
. . ‘ ‘ _ . Ehad

-and bécause of the variation in responses, we suspect that
thé term has dlf’erent veanlngs to dlfferent people Wlthout

knowledge ofi those dlfferences'we cannot draw conclus1ons

. A}

abogt thls variable. ThlS same difficulty holds for the "other"

Categor\ where there are s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between’
[

models but not between sites. Kansasbhas the hlghest.mean

(l 7) , kut the 1mp11catlons of this f1nd1ng are uncleal
becaUSe we have no-notion Lf Who is 1ncluded in th1s cateyory.
’ “ ) . .

Thus, in looking at the four sources of training, we

.

can conclude that ghere are substantlal dlfferences, either
4 ;
among models ox among sites 1n the 'number of types of

training givemby each of\th;se‘cauegories of people. On
: . ' x

. . i . ¢ . R R . . N .
those categories which have significant model| differences, .

/s

.o

Wl
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- different models hgve'high.méans} on those categories which

e e : ‘ : . .
have significant site differences, High Scope consistently

. . ' e ~ : 25
-shows large variation among sites - . L '

Table 14 shows ¢nly three éignf?icant PV-NPV differences *

,

training given by thesd groups,of

-

in the number of types: of

*y - .

£ . oo :
. people. As we would efpect thefe is a main effect for the

sponsor‘repfeSentatiVe_with_gz teachers (2.6) having,a thher'

* mean, than NRV teachers (l.5)s What is surprising is that

non-Planned Variaticn teachers reported any training from

the sponsor since they are intended to constitute a controi

] . PR B 1
group which receives no training.2®. There is also a, main’

effect for'"oiher,? but with the NPV.mecan (90% of the teachers
o Y ' - " ) ) . )
‘checked "other") being larger than the PV mean (36%).. Since

~

. o

we cahnot interpret this category, iv is reassuring to hote,

that itk}s chedked less often tﬁan~phe others. Finally,

~
¥

25Also, the flndlng that "the overall means foL all sources -of
training, except "other" are approXimately the same——bctween

-2 and 3 types--indicates that the sponsor may not be the sole
source of tralnlng This %upporto the contention that teachers
may be .reporting non-model training in these cueotlonnalres.
This conclusion is further supported by the sponsor implemen-
tation report (SI#4b(4)), Table 16, which shows that only b
Far West reports that ‘the 4in- service training, for the model ¢
was dgiven by the.local staff; in the other models it was,

"given by the sponsor's staff. ) A !

26Desplte the overall PV-NPV relptlonshlp, in two sites -
(E. St. Louis and Mounds), the NPV meam ds - actually higher
than the PV mean on this varlable This suggests either that

R

" the teabhgxs are confused as to’who is included in the chtegory

‘of "sponsor representative" or that the contamination of
experinental and control conditions ih thesc sites is
tremendous. ’



ot”

there is\a*site by PV-NPV interaction<for.the‘coneultantr
in 7 sites, PV teachers report moro"kinds of training from ) !

" the consultant than do NPV, and in 5 51ces, the . felatlonshlp

TERRY o

. .
. v . ]

..ls reversed. S . ‘.

-

'this'variable (Tabﬂ? 13), indicating that }o modeltgives a .

LY

. " There is one additional variable which can be developed

-
from the question Of what kinds of traln;pg were recelved ) x

and who gave them. Thls varlable, no resoonee, indicates

[
the number of types of training not checked as being given
. v . - ‘ !
by anyone, and if the order of the means are reversed,
A}

gives a ranking of sites and models as\to where the most L

o

L
types of tralnlng were checked. ‘A hlgh mean in this variable,

then, means fhat several . types of training were not glven.

A

The analysxs reveals no-sign%ficant model differences for

-

substantially widegr variety of»training than. another. There

also are no PV-WPV differences (Table 12) " TFhere are;

st
Id

however, significant differences among sites within models.
A i - b
Three\models have’particul!rly large variations amony sites:
. N i
Arlzona (Llncoln, 0.6 tvpes of tralnlng noE checked Lhrayettt,
s - —d} . P e

3.2), Kansasc(Portagev1lle, 0.8; Mounds, 3.5), and Gordon
. o < - < 5 7 ; -

YHouston, 0.7; Johesboro, 3.7). . - |
f ] < .
s P ) P e R N ]
Summary of’in=service.training: Since no one or two models. . ??f_
’ . . o . *

were con51stently hlgh on all in- servlce tralnlng Varldbles,
A L

the model 'to model dlfferences (Tables 13 and 15) suggest

that teachers in dlfferent models receive dlfferent tralnlng ’
. . N : L:!\I 1; hl - .
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~FarMWest and Arizona glve more lectures and discussigns ,of

are there model differences in'the variety of trainrng~

3, T ?

[

in terms of frequency, types, and sources. Oregon reportsf
) 4 K 7

-the most frequent in-service training and tends more often

than other models to have demonstration lessons and group"

2

LK .
discuss10ns. Bank Street‘{cports the most hours and da/s,

-

€
of training and seems tO\avoid lectures. Kansas gives more

=

demonstrations than other models, but fewer group.aiscusssions.

[ o .

v1deo tapes, and Far West also does more;role playing. There

[\
.

are no- s1gnif1cant model effects on the.number of types bf

.

training given by the sponsor or by the local.HS office[-ﬁor

. r

'received (number ef tyoes of training not checked). The

o -

finding Qf training being inEn bv oeoole other than the

sponsor indicates that the teachcrs are‘ieceiVinJ non- model }«-

-

training S, o c e -

* The slgnificant s1te effects empﬁ,aSize the impo—r:tance

of recogniZing/that teachers wrtth.Lhe same model report

-
v - . ARy

very differe t~t&gining experienceshi From this data, however,
/ -

‘lt is not poss1ble to- determine whether the differences

result from differential sponsor input to the sites or from .
) -3 . Yoo ’
non-<spoRrsor input. - T v : . )

- ? v
v _ The failuye to find Significant BV~ NPV differences

S '
(main effects or interactions by models) OHLUVCr hialf the
K . w A

in serVice variables lS important because W thout differences

between experimental and,control qvoups, we cannpt resbonsibly .

A ' - . s «
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draw 1nferences abcut the effects'of models. These findings

‘|

may be explained in two ways. The lack oﬁ:dlfférences nay
be the resudt. of contamination:- non-Planned Variation,_v;

teachers as well as Planned Variation teachers are being N

)

exposed to model tralnlng,/»The finding that NPV teachers

.
]

repor} training by the spoensor supports‘thfs view. 'Qr,<khe
* . . oy : . ® - s
effects of Podel and site differences forfPV only may'result[

from .differences in tche 31tes rather than from dlfferences .

f ‘ [ e

in model treatment. In this case, ' we - would expect either

that PV;NP% differences would not occur, or'that if thev™did
. 'occéé; they wouid be uniéne to the s{te. If this explanation‘
7. is.correct,'it hay aiso be trué'that model~§elateqytreatmedtsf
) _Jé not vary from site to site: . e ’

: 19
! l

k\\<: . ‘In usrnq this 1nformatlon on in-service training, it
5

t also be remembered that #t has the same problems that

-4 were present for the pre-service varlables.' In addition to

: ”‘the non- “model 1nput mentloned above, we must acknowledge

tne llmltatlons whlch result from vaguely labelIed categories

~and from ,lack of information on how’ much of each kind of g

/

tralnlng was glven Because of the problem of ambiguous

-~

categorles it is possible that sore of the varlabies,

partlcularly the sourcesof tralnlng, have dlfferent
‘meanings for differént teachers. Thls possfbility is

SN ot - ) o
L supported by the finding of-only moderate correlations hetween

sponsor and teacher reports, and by thc large @roportion of

. . ° .
= e N . {\
. N L r.'



Alndlcates that we must be cautlous in draW1ng speclflc

: . . B . .
variation which lies ~among " teachers in the same site and

)is not expla&ped by site or medel’ effeqts This ﬁfbblem

1nferences fgcm this data. The lack of information on hcw

Y
-«

much of each type of training was given is limiting becaus-

[y »

: 1t‘\}ecludes COnclu51ons -about the' relatlve 1moortance of

&
4

dlfferélces in’ the Klnds of varlables

',' The{mQFf/strlklng_flndlngs from this group of in-service

gariables, then, ‘are the large numbeaﬁof'significant di ffer-

o
2ok

encgs between sites and models  (although they are . fewer than

for the pre-service variables), and the relative absence of

L]

"PV-NPV differences.

-

Continuing Support and Feedback:

;mhe frequency and types of training given are not the

[ 4 ”

.only aspects of training which may vary within Planned. -

’

Variatigm. One addltlonal aspect may be loosely de¥ined as

/ a EA T
continuing support and feedback. In identifying this area,

’ i ? i . . . -
we are: proposing that formall training sessions may not be

a sufficient basis for implementation of a model program..’

. [ 4 .
Teachers may also need help with spe¢ific problems and

, 2 . ) “Niew, ‘. . N s
questions, ‘support to holster their confidence, and indivi-

. . .
cy . T :

dual feedback on their pérformance. This aspect of training,
'y

‘then, w1ll cons1dered in this section.

In addltlon Tto da{a,from the teachers reports there

o . {
are four 1tems on support and feed?ack in the sponsor and
. ’ ‘ . ) -

ES

-97- o . o e
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the consultant }eports.27' The format. for presentidg the
data 1s sxmllar to: that of the previous sectlons. Table 17

presents the analyses of varlance for the Plannéd Varlatlon.

_classes, Table 18 shows RV-NPV cqmparisons, and ‘Table 19

R

- shows the means on‘these variables for the'models included,

'n the analyses Table 20 presents the correlations between
b oo - -
the supporL varlables , ' % -
) * . _
r"he flrst questlon presented in Table 17 is, "To whom

L -

do you go (most then) for help and 1nfd¥mat10n in 1mplement—

'ihg the program?"’ (TQ#lZ) Of the/four response categdries
analysed 28 three.show s1gn1flcant dlfferences aﬁong models
: ’

snd  among  sites within models.29 On ‘the "Spon

% 3 .
'27One variable from the Tezache uvwestionnaite, satisfaction . .
with tralnlng, which is 1ncludgggﬁn this section is more
appropriately described as a reaction to the training rather
than as an- indicator of what ‘'support was -given. When we
. examine our theory of lmplementaflon,'these two dimensions
. will be separated. For pirposes of data presentatlon, however,
it is more 1nstrtct1vc ter Pomblne them. .
28The original questitrr has a fifth‘category, "no one available."
Bimce only 2 responses of a total af 448 were entered under
thig headfng, it was dropped from furtheirr analyses. The "other"
category was analyzed but showed no sxgnxflrant differences.
29Aga1n we aré faced w1th the probltm of vague categorles In
~ mdst models, primary respons1b¢l ‘ty for model implementation is
L glven to a locgl person<who Li trained by the sponsor and who .
works full time in the sitd. TIt is not clear, however, where
. such a perso was considered in this question It is possible -
", that- sbme tcachers: 1ncludtd her in the sponsor:representative)
category while others may have 1ncluded her as an assistant
dlrector oY even as "other." . Cooe N

+ ‘ L - : . ) -‘l
' : - . .
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TABLE 17

) * Continuing Support and Feedback .
alyses of Variance for Planned' Variation Classes

N - : . L4

. . Vo e .
* sourceés of Variance:
. » - ) ) N YA ‘ ‘7
. Site . Model . ,
1. . " Within Within T
“Variable Name : : Model! =+ Model - Site df Class
= : e
TQ4#12 To whom,do you gé most ° : \

' often for help.in imple- - J ‘ - N
+menting the program? " =
Sponsor Representative 11.84% %1 24;36%  53.79% 135, '

. . . : . kk * # ok . '
Head Start Director ’ 8.97% "9.58 81.46 135
’ ' NS NS . _ ,
Another teacher ° - 16.707% 22,15 . 67.15 135
: ok * ' I
. X ' ) ’ . ’ N ’ - . 4
TQ#13 ' Did traingrs stay long | 12.23+%  "17.21 70.56 - 126
: enough to be really _ * % _ * P ) :
helpful? ‘ .
TO#16  How satisfied were vou " 16.20 11.06 72.75 127
" - .with training offered? ** * B
A ' - \
T = v L v
e e i ‘ . . ) ‘? .. (df "S1 te)
SI#jim. Sponsor feedback to . 42.1 57.9 ! 12
PO teachers . o . ’

‘Note: SI: Sponsor Implementation Report . , .
¥ indicates that model effects‘are not significant when sites
are used as random factors. See notes for Table 8 for further '
description of the table. S

@
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. ~Representat}ive"lvari.-able, Bank Street and Florida ' ave the’
lowest means - with ‘no teachers"going‘to the sponsor most often

* £or help.! Far West, Oregon, and Kansas have the highest

- o means (-32%,3\3%,38,%/res\pec'tiv‘ely), but even in these models,

\ /only one ~third of the teachers report that the sponsor
. / i N LY

representatlvg is the most frequeht source of a551stance. q'

Gy

v , ;’v

’ There 1s also: large varlatlon amongf "sites w1th1n models on

. ; th1C,var1able.\‘AIthough ‘Arizona bnd Oregon have the argest

’

. : varhation among 's1tes (Arlaona ( Lakewood, 75% of "the -

~

'h' ' 2 tea' ers go to the sponsor rep, Lincoln and LaFavette, 03

. go to the sponSor, Cregor : Tuoelo, 75%, B Las, Vedas, O%)V

;~.@g,; 3 flve addlthnal models (or a total of 7T of the 9 models

°

in the analysls) have at least one éi%e in whlch no teachers

’ - s
! - L)

s . . \“
check the sponsor representatlve on thlS varlable- ‘These

’ <

flndlngs are surprlslpg. The Low model means are Contrary

to the expectatlan th t the" sponsor representatlve would
e - ~serve as the primary a*thorl -y for ;mplementati - In part, ‘,h
’ . . - - IS .
. howeveY, the model mean¥ are misleading because of the large

N
®

variation among vsites.\-This la ter findinq is perhaps

more 1nteresbung because 1t suggests either that sponsors are
- re .

varylng thelr 1nput from site to slte, or~that$@he1r input’*,,

[ Y.
’” , . * . is .the same but the teache‘rs arc perceiving jt differently’,
. . \ N LT
\r . '

. 3 J : ) : . . ' B ’ .
N . .« . . . N . ) \ . A
. . . ! . .
R ! “
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The other source of help with 51gn1f1cant efXg€ts for
/ .
both sites and models is "Another Teachcr.v. Copsidering the

~
-

the lowest. '

elfferences‘ among moae s, Oregog and\EDC hév
moans W1th 0% of the teachers 901ng to another tearher most

often for help, wnlistlorlaa ‘has the nlqhe%t 11th 4lv Kansas ang

Florlda Have ‘the hjghest varlablllty amona ~ 51tes.(Kansas:
¥g mon¢ Kansas

in Rortagev1lle, 730 of the’teachers goépost often to anothér
v . : - . 4 ; .

-

~

teaoher fortheib, in Mounds‘énd Oraibi, 0% do;!?loridar in

Jonesboro, 67% go to another teacher, in Housgon 0% do), - ;

There are no éighificant model or-site effgcts for B

choosing the Head Start dlnectdr but "the variable was/

1ncluded because of PV uDV d;fference%. The overall me fcr
. ! N\ ’
thl variable indicate that 20%. of the Blanned Var;atlon

teachers go to the Head\Start dlrector most often for help.

This is gpp;ox1mately the‘same as the proportlon which go to.
’ ' / . . 1y C o
t[e € onsor representative most (18%) and slightly more than

e proportion who go'to‘another teachérv(ld%)'or-to otixer (153).

The, PV-NPV comparlsons ‘on these varlables show overal?

v -
@ -

PV-NPV effecgts for thc sponsor r@presentdtlve and the .Head B

L]
~

Start‘dlrector, and 1nteraotlons with sites or models for

.
PR

[l

o o

- +
v

the sponsor feoreSentativ%Z/;pe Head Start director and
. '

} 4 . - » ‘
anothci teacher (Table-18). For/the sponsor representatlve,'

_the overall efféct'indiciteé that PV teachers tend more o

oft n to go to the sponsor mbst froquently than NPV teachtrs,

whlch 1s,to be expected, although* the PV mean is not large.
i | ‘
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> as to ‘the Sp&has;\repreaentatlve PV—NPV comparlsons show
-¥
4

- ) ‘ . : _104_ -‘ . ] ' ) . ’,‘—-v/

-

'On the other hamd, %he PV- NPV by mode 1. int ractlon on. this®

sl

V§F1$bl° indicates that.thls telationship Mdoes not hold
for all models.. The PV-NFV andlysis for another teacher

shbws‘no.éverall effect but a strong interaction with models.
" B © . .

The Head Start director variable shows a Strong overall *PV-

NRV effect (PV=15% of the teachers go to.the Head Start

Director most often, NPV=51%), which mighl betexplained in
terms of lnon-Planned Variation téachers having fewer

alternatiye sQurces of-help than Planned Variation teachers.
* Co oo . ' '
At the same™~ime, there also is a PV=NPV by site intefaction

which complicates-interpretations.

-

'

It is appareht, then, that taere is a great deal of , R
. .
varlablllty in whom teachers go to most’ frequently for *

help in -mplementlng the program "1t also aopears that
]
overall, teachers are as apt to go to the Head Statt dlrector

’ 1

that PV teachers go more often than NPV teachers to the »

A

isponsor epresentatlve apd v1ce—versa for the Head Start

dlrector alth&ugh there are 1ntcractlons ‘with- sltes or

.. models oh both varlables ' » ’ : \\\\\

S~

Another question which is r'elevan? to the kind of T
support which téachgrS“afé“gétting'is"Did those who trained
- noae : o

you stay' long enough to be really helpful to you”" (TQ#13). %

shows significanc
-~ 7 :

The analyals.of variance on PV classes
differences amdﬁ; both models and sites within models
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' {(T@ble.l7). "Examination b% the model means (Table 19)

\_J

“indicates.that overall, teachers' ‘tend to respond yes, the

trainers did stay long enough.. In the Florida and High Scope™~

] models;‘howeQer, 42% and 4@% of the teachers, respectlvely,.

\H. ) report.that their _ralﬁeLs dld not Jtay long enough Thirs

LY

suggests thaf,'accordlng to thls measure at leaet, support e
Fis inadeqUAte in thesd ﬁedels: The vafiatien within models
//{; highest in genses (portageville and.Meuﬂas, 0% oﬁ(the

\ - teachers say traieers did po§.stay ggng enougg; Ora1b1,o§€9

— ' say no) and High Scope (Fort Wailtcn Beach, 0% no. Seatt

’ ‘67% s
7

no). This indicates that trainers are judged ditferently in

A~

vdifferentjjites. Whether this is due to differential input
' ' !

or to différent regeptions is not clear. Nor‘is it clear -

.

- " that the-trainer qeferred to is always the Sponsor or his

represent\ative /Moreover, there - is almos'o overaM PV-NFV

o, dlfference on. thlS Varlable (Table 18) Again, this raises ?

-

'rproblems for 1nterpret1ng modeL'ﬁlFferﬁnces (i.e..dono PV—
NPV differences stem fiom congemlnatlon, or are model
"differences the result of factors unrelated to'the model’)

The moderate interaction with the site fac;or suggests £Eiif /

the PV-NPV diffevences which'dq‘exigg“are the résult of

.

local site conditions rather than oﬁ)PLanned Variation T
oes ‘treatments. , i :
> Y o- - . J LN '
. - . - q
\\ . . ; S
\ - ' - : i A :

N’
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Sourdes other than the Teacher Questionnaire provide
data on suppdbrt and feedback. Both -the spongors-and'the ocD
consulfant% completed site assessments containing two

. :
relevant items: - availability Qf sponsor and -sponsor feelBiback . 7

\ o

to the teacher (items 3-1 and m j{rthe sponsor reports and

items 13 ?Ed 14 on the consultant forms). These are the
most direcy measures of the-dimension we would like to'tap}
and they provide perspectives different from those of the -

teachers. Analyses o? variance, however, show significant

. ' | C
,differences among models for only the sponsor's rating of

? e

' \_ the amount of feedback they give to theg teachers. Table 19
. ! : ) " :
shows that the high mean on this variable is for Bank Street
. 1 { A,__ ; | 7

An additiomal support \variable, taken from the question,

(5.0, high frequency

"During the pait‘year have you personally réquestedlhelp or

Y training?” (TQ#11),. shows no significant differences among
) . . L ]

models, sites, or PV-NPV. Essentially all teaéhcrs, Both

L PV and: NPV responded yes to this question; the overall

* ' '- _L\ ,J . A

— f o
30pi fferences Yetween sites cannot be tested because only one .

\ observation pek site was made, ,and sites, consequently, are
the basic unit\of analysis. Using the site as the basic unit’
also means that‘the number of deyregs of freedonl .in these
anulyses is sm&ll. In such a -situaticn it is difficult to
determine whether the lack of significance on tH% other ‘
variables is due to a real-lack of Jifferences betwaen. models
or to the low power of the tests- (power (1l-B) is the probability

., of finding out that the null hypothesis is<wrcong). ~No PV~ .
¥ NPV comparisons are available fqi this ‘data. v

4 L}

/'\
«

\
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proportion for.PV teachers is 90%. The variable is not

included in fhe analysis of variance tables, but the model

r
means are shown in Table 19.3%

We haye.presented a number ' of different variablé&§ which

were intended to measure continuing su%part‘and teedback’asi
a dimension ef spensor injut. Given this intention, we would
expect the variables to b

tﬁey‘are only moderatelv correlated. A discussioh of these

correlations can be foupd in Appendix C, Table 3.

Finally, there is a related but distinct variable which

"can be included in thig section: "In general, how satisfied

° d .

are ’ou with thé training offered vou during the year?"
Y : g ot y g ‘

\

(TQ#16; l=very satisfied} S=very- dissatisfiéd). This &
questioh }s probably. best interpreted as”afgenerhl reaction,

. ~N
to training rather than as a spechic‘indipator of.support

¢

L - . t
and feeaback Lut is interestinq in the pﬁ;sent context

Table 17 shows s1gn1flcant éLfferences a%ong models but

‘not amongh 'dites within models on this variahle The’

teachers in Enablers (X=1.6), Kansas (1.7), and Oregon (1.8)

4 .
have the hlGheSt mean levels of,safrsfactlon The

31Although most teachers reported requesting help, we
hypothes1zed that there might be differences among models or
sites in the number who actually received help. To test
this. expectatlon, we attempted to analyze the number of '

.times teachers received help as a proportlon of the number .

Of times they- requested help (TQ41l bra). The dnalyses,

however, zailed because a number of teachers responded ’
inapproprdately: they recorded that they received help

more times -than they requested it.

N

highly correlated. In fact, however,

-
!
y

/

1

'
|
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other’ models are alsé?fairly high; Florida which has the

\
L] ‘ .
lowest mean (2.8) is in the range of "somewhat satisfiee."

/ Comparison of PV and NPV means; however, shows that there
) " -
are no'differences in the»overaly means. The finding of mo

‘overall PV-NPV effect indicates that Planned Variation
teachers as a group are not more satisfied with their

, trainihg than non-Planned Variation teachers (Table 18). The
significant interactions indicate that in some modeis and n

{ o
sites, non-Planned Variation teachers are actually more

satisiied with their training than are Planned Variation

-
S teachers.
g Summary of Continuing Support and Feedback: In this section
an attempt was made to tap an aspect of training other than
X '&" straightfcrward accounts of the types and extensiveness.

) One ‘important finding which résulted is that there, are

differences among models.and even larger differences among

sites within models in the nﬁ;ber of teachers who go to -

e

the sponsor representative most often for help in implementing

a_program. '~ Because the sponsor representative would be
2

expected to be the authority on the model, it 1is surbrfEing

to find that in some sites no teachers go to the sponsor rep

most often ahd that, overall, teachers are as apt to go to-

(the He ad Start d1rector most frequently as to the sponsor rep.

Moreaver, the PV—NPV by mode 1 1nteract10n on this .variable

. - indicates that in. some modcls PV teachers do not go to the .

. T ;‘ . i ' i
>
. - . ® ‘ - .




AN

[RU—
- ——
1oy
5
-
-
°H
-
-

\\- ’ sponsor rep more often than NPV teachers. These findings

- may beupartially explained by/vague category'faagls, and

b
: ®
\ by the fact that the Head Start director is always present
\
. . . , 3
\ at the Site A e ' v , \
+ \—

Anofher Interesting finding is that the teachers are

| .y o generally satlsfied with their training There are significant -
\) v .
‘differences among . models on this variable, Put everi in the ’

13

.model with the lowest mean, training is rated as somewhat -
- . b r'] -
satisfactory. There are, however, no overall pPV- NPV

E;}differences in sati faction.

ThefFlorida'model is extreme on giore of the variables

analyzed than the other models. We find that it is\fharac-
. - ' "terized by teachers not going to the :sponsor representative /{
ks ) ¥

for help most oftenr, but instead, going to another teacher }
\

~

- ' ' (althotigh there 'is high variability within the model\en the 7

latter varjable). Moreover, Florida is low on satisfaction
, e N
-~ “with traininq'and high in juaging that trainers do not stay

. © . long enough to be freally helpful We might anclude, then, .

2

that the teachers in the Florida modcl do not receive '

iB\ ‘iﬂ strong support from the sponsor. lhlS iS'conSistent w1th | a
\\\ - the model's emphasis on the role of parent educators rather
i\ I .than teachers. Other models do not present as clear a B .
picthre, but:are’eXtrehe on several,measuresﬂ in Bank
. | Street, the sponsor reports‘thatsﬂusgives a?great deaﬂ of
]\ '\ ‘feedback to the teachersvbut none of the teachers go to

- . _ o ;_ ‘ . | . .
. L _ . . - |

ARY
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the sponsor representative for help most_frequently, The -

teachers in Kansas and Oregon report thatiihey,are quite
' § \
satisfied with their tralnlng (although in Oregon, the

\ \

satlsfactlon of PV teachers is not greater than that of NPV

teachers) and more of them than in other models ga to the
’ sponcor for help mos t freéuently (Oregon also has hlgh .'
.varlabllrty among s1tes on this var1able) Moreover,‘éregon
.-?has a low mean on g01ng to another teacher nost‘frequently,

and Kansas has large differences among sites in the number
. ' . ) + > - - 4 Ca

of teachers who go to otther teachers for help and in whether

~

the teachers felt that the trainers stayed long enough tc
be really helpful. ' ) A )
In interpreting ﬂhese findings, two'additional factors

must bé considered. F%rst\‘low correlatlons between the

a, V]

support measures squesk that the data may be unreliable,

and seoond, the lack of .overall Py—NRVbdlfferences‘1ndicates

that Planned VariatMen teachers do not reeéfce,EFre support

than non-Planned Variation teachers in all cases.

?

o ' 2 ‘
Sponsor Input Varlables as Determlnants of Implementatlon

*&n attemptlng to explain the var1atlon in levels pf

L

implementation, we propose that the var1ables just presented,

. -

the length, types and sources of training as well’as‘support

~ factors, will be important. .More_spegifically, Wffexpect‘

¥

: : . y . T , ;
that more training, both in-service and pre~service, and

[

" moére support will be related -to more successful -implement-

|

~ y . »

¥
¢

Y
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atlpn.32 While we cannot make similar simple statements

" about the relation between kinds and sources of training

’ ? t . and levels of implementation, we ﬁq'not.feel'tﬁéy are un-
g ‘ - ‘important:‘we expect that suqcessgulAimplementatiqn is
related to'aﬁ intéraction-of the "right" type of t;aining‘
\ . " at the fright" tiﬁe; with determination qf‘fight depending,
né doubt, on thé people involvedvand their stage.of‘train-
‘ing.A We also.expéct that more training from the sponsor
" shou’.d lead to better implementation because the sponsor
knows t#e model best. But! merely giving more types of
#raining, as is réported here, is'ﬂgt necessarily }élaéed to
' ' ”émplementgtibn.'-Finally, We assume that training giVEﬁ by
> \ ’ the loFal Head Star; éffice or by a cqnsultanﬁ may inflgehce
) ut furﬁhe% information about tﬁé
‘,\ "—naturé of the  training, i; is not clear whether it would be

:}\ | impiementation,:bgt-yitho
T ) ) ’ .
a help or a hindrance. . We predict, then, that if these
& N . ] B

. ’ . ./ . .
\ ) variables in.part determine the extent of implementation,
\ ' Y .then variations in them may help to éxplain variation in

levels of dmplementation.

© . . o

But while these variahles may be partial determinants
, of implementation and while there are more data available

- .o fof'spéﬁsof input than for the other areas to be discussed,

. . oo . ) )
!, . we would argue that additional data on sponsor input is

L) - ‘ . . d N

-

327erms such as successful or better implementation are used
- _ synonymously with a higher level of implementation; all are
. : defégig in terms of the objective of fully implementing the
. mod&l. ' ' '

-
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necessary for an adequate study of<amplementatton One

T ’

, ' ' . B
reason is the prev1ously d1scussed problem Qf vagueness and -
unreIlablllty in the present measures. Second, there are

p

additional dimensions”of°sponsor input which may affect im-

‘plementation but which have not been stqdied. "Since we EreF

/

dict that these dlmenslons vary among sites, we empect that

they may help erplaln varlattons in levels of 1mplementétlon

The néed for_study}ng}these additicnal aspects emerges from
the present findings; First, the data suggest that input-
varies, but beyond the 2lje that &ponsors do not give all the
training; it does not.indi;ate why. ‘We do not know whether

bl . . - .
. .
the input made by people other than the qunsoxﬂs staff, or

. . = . ’ C. T :
non-sponsor input,, accounts for all the variatien (with
e _ :

sponsor input remaining the same to all sites), or whether
R :

2 part of the variation is-thebresult of sponsorchhanging

theirjtraining from site to site. Second, we do not have

full knowledge about who %s giving the training. We'do not

Know how,theﬁlocal sponsorﬁrepresentas#ve fits in; nor do

we know'how much of the total training in a-site is given by

non-sponsor people, or what kind of training they are giving.
These questions suggest two broad areas of study One

area is the sponsor S organlzatlon, or staffing pattern.- This

concept includes the:respons1b111t1es and expertlse of the

staff 1nvolved in transferring a model from the sponsor to
»

the teachers ;n a Head Start s1te . and the relationships be-

tween them. Anecdotal evidence frpm consultant reports and



’

-l
. .

-

- from conversations with some of the sponsors underlines

- the importance of this concépt to implemeqtation.
One imporfant position in the path betweén the sponsor
and the teachers is.the member (s) of the sponsor's central

staff who'visits the éiteﬁ. Beyond the general condition§

o :
e that the sponsor's staff or representatives dc’visit, other

SN | e . ’
factors vary, sometimes within models as well as between

them. " One such factor is the size of the sponsor's staff:

“the nﬁﬁber of people responsiblé forlimplémenting‘a model .
aﬁ the sites. Another factor which varies is arfqngEmegfs
witﬁ the sites:'thebfréquéncy éfasgonSOr visits, an?’thé décisi@g
‘as to whethef a site - is visited alWays‘by the séme person or '

.by‘a rotating staff. A third, léss_tangible, but perhaps
more ihportant, factor is the role of the sponsd&'s'rép$eéentz

atives. yVariations in the éﬁpnsor's role were 'discussed in

Chapter 1; anecdotal“ewidence suggests that in séme sites, .7'"

g -
N
N

the sponsor's reﬁresentative'may be concernéq-only with® -~
"working with the feachers tq_implement'ﬂnamddel:in,the c1a9§-
J;oom, while.-in others he may bécome.ihvolved i%?é muéh Qidef
N N rénge'of ?roblems; We might p;edict thaq/Tn'ﬁituations wherg
the séonsor}S'represantative'was @ore;fhvolved, the teachérs
be_ﬁofe.fesponsive to theﬂdemands‘of the ‘model and miqht-Work
harder_to implement it.- If this, or some ofher relationship
- ’ _ with.implementafion exists, £hen'variation in thié'fag&six

v‘ might help explain variation in lgvels:of iﬁﬁlementa&fﬁh.33

2.

l o 33The issue of yariaéion in thepsponsor's rolé_is“important-

NS VRN
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Another key position in the'path between the sponsor
a ‘ : . . )

and the teachers is' that of the local person who is %epcns4»

ikle for helping the teachers with the model'On_a daily

a

basis. A.person in this eapacity-is present -in most.models,
but the specific arrangements fox the position vary.. In N

\ : ) . ~.»
some models) the local sponsor representative is given

° . Y ' -

special tyainping; while in others she receives the sane

—training as Ahe teachefs. “ In some cases, thellocal.rep-
e : " resentative is tne primary liaison with the model, with
the teaching staff having_1itt;e.direetfcentact with the
sponsor's staff; in.others tbe?sponsor's staff provides

e the bulk-of the training directly ‘to the teachers and the

' N \\\}ocal representative ptoviaes sqpport“between spénsor yisits;
kThe importance~p1aced on this position also varies from site, to

site. © In some 51tes, worklng with the model is the local

representatlve S only nespon51b111ty In,others, the model

’ .
is only one duty among many. We would expect Variations such

’

as tHese to have an, impact on 1mplementatlon ~ If this link.
° between the sponsor and the s1te is weak 1mp1ementatlon will:

suffer.‘ One OCD‘consultant asserts, for example; that the’

local representatlve

"is weax and needs strong support from the modeller
Teachers are hot given consistent help in deepenlng
their understanding of the model....The modeller does
not have field support.' ) «

\

not oniy to explain variations in levels of implementation,
but also to define the treatment: if two models vary on

dimensions which might affect’ child outcome measures, then
those variations should be documented. ‘




Or, in~an even more extreme situation, an OCD consultant

.

reports his conversatlons wlth‘teachers after the local

‘

'representatlve has returned from a week's, trannlng session

at the sponsor s ‘home base: . )
"When I asked what sort of fgllow-up the. teachers
.had, two could remember none while one teacher
could vaguely remember 15 minutes being devoted.

to it at one meet:ng but couldn't remember® what v
was covered !

Theconsultantconcludes that'ﬂ tralnlng carry over does

0
i

not seem to be’ belngaaccompllshed "“ X o

i

It would seem that in models where the sponsor s staff

attempts to traln the teachers dlrectly, the loss from a
weak local representative would be. on g01ng suooort and the

'answers to prac?lcal, uay—to—day questlons. We mlght pre-
dict that in this situation implementation would be ﬁiffi—_
cult but not/lmposslble. :dn the other hand, in thJ models
where the loégl representatlve receives the major portion of»
the sponsorfs trgining, and has primary respons1b111ty for

. , . T
training/her staff, an ineffective person will be.disastrons
for implementation.34 N . _ ‘
The importance of the concept of the sponsorfs staffing

pattern can be summarized in & statement b& one of the OCD

consultants about the problems which a breakdown 1n 'this com-

A}

3

34Another person who ‘may not be directly involved in the
training path between the sponsor and the teachers, but.who
is probably crucial to implementation, is the Head Start
Director. The role of the Director will be examined in

. .the section of this chapter on Context Variables.
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:2 _ ponent creates: | YL y , '
) ' "The major problem {this site] is facing - and yet
which is the key to successful implementation of this
* type of model -- is lack of communication from top

to bottom.
And in another report, the same consultant commenting on the
. . ,. . same sitexstates that “The communication path seems to stop
before getting to the teacher." Variations in this’ concept,’
‘then},may explain variation in levels of implementation

.

A second area for which the data are 1nadequate is
inpute from people other than the<sponsor [ staff.‘ Since
our data'imdicatz that training from people otHer than{the
sponsor'occurs, this area should be examined.d While it is
possihle that these non;sponsor'inputS‘augment the sponsor*s
training;in the model, it is also possible that they are |
totally‘unrélated and perhaps even confuse, the sponsor's

training. It is important, then, to determine who the non—
sponsor people are, how much of this additional input\is mfde
to the teachers, and what the content is. 1In relation to
the last question, we are further interested in whether the
3 input is foimal training or assistance w1th spec1fic.prob:
lems; whether training is in one.special area, snch as music,
- ~ which might not‘bevéssential to the .model, orp&hether it
covers broad approaches to teaching{ﬂand finally, whether it
is consistent or.inconsis : with the model.. If'training3‘
. iepronsor,_sdchas the local Heid

from someone other than the

‘ : Start~office or an RTO consultant, is inconsistent with that

1}
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Lo ‘ +fremlm’ the sponsor, for example, we would expect implenentation
G e . i3 : :
.. y L , e . )
' . to, suffer. ‘ _ : : . Y.
* > C - - 2
.f . o _ R ' ’ L
. RN 4 Conclusions on.Sponsor Input: o : e
.‘ ‘ . ‘. . .. . ) . . i
: Y e .From the data ayailable on‘ore—service and in-service

-

. tralnlng, and on 11m1ted aspects. cf contlnuing support and

feedback to the teachers, it appearc that sponsor 1qput

varies among models and among sites within models Mogg:

4

" wover, there areofewer PV-NPV dlfferenceswthan dlfferences

& . :
. “amo_g sites and modpls. Many cf the difierences Whlch do
' ’ex1st are 1nteractlons that 1nd1cate that 11fferent models,
'and sometires dlfferent 51tes w1th1n thc same uodel vshow
' 'dlfferent relat;edfglps between e%perlmental ano control
’ ‘ Iv classes; . A '

These findings support the argument that implementation \
is a'more comp;ek'process than had been imagined originally.

o

We have diScussed the need for a broader defirition of in-

- ‘put in explaining variation in levels of implementation in
_ terms of both an expanded view of sponsor input and a recog-

nition of non-<sponsor inputs. while we emphasize the import-

!

. ,ance of these- adetlonal areas in an adequate study of im-
p]ementatlon, we belleve Hhat they are not the only factors

whlch should be® cons1dered We have argued that the process‘

a

of 1mplementatlon 1s 1nteract1ue, with sponsor 1nput oelng

S -
4

R

only oqe aspeqt. We Lurn now to the second category of

. - .
[y ~. L .

* ' factor€ vwhich may affect model 1mplerentatxon.
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Ve LOCAL STAFF REACTION AND -INPUT

The variables to be presented‘in this section are

5

.intended €o ' rovide information on the personal background

tad .’

and professioﬁé& experience of the local teaching staff-in

1

. \ |
Planned Variatign. From one point of view, we are interested
4 . A~ C
in these variables descriptively, simply for what they tell

us about the types ol teachers and aides working with the

' models and whether the.Pl%nned Variation étaffs'are differ

]
ent from non-Planned Variation staffs. b

) 4
¥Yrom another point of view, we are .interested in
° ) .
exploring these variables inm terms of whether they explain
’ variation in levell of implementation. We have assé:tedftnat
; implemeﬁtation is' an interactive process which 1is influencea
v © y by the local staff as well as by the sponsor. We expect
| . Ehat model input will not Ee effective unless_the.model is
adopted- and used by th; staff. Thg geterminat%on of whether
. the model is adopted depéhﬁg in part on staff input. The
;kills, preferences,” and éréviéus tgaéhfhg methods of- the
\ local staff may affect ievels of iﬁplementgtion: In part,
aaoption of the ﬁbdel alsoﬁdeéends on the staff's reaction
to it. ~Liking the model and tﬁe people on fhe sponsor's -
séaﬁf, a;%~thexefore'being willing to make the effort of
tryﬁng to work'Qith=the new p}ogrém will'uﬁdoubfedly affect

i . implementation.
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our expgctatiOns about the relationship between staff
factors and ihélementation also assume that the models

repr..sent new ways of teachiﬁg'for the major%ty of teachers

in Planned Variation. °'As a result, implementatio;\kill be
L

a difficult process because of lack of mastery and knowledgé

of the new skil}s and techniques necessary for full

. . . , < .
implementation; and, in some cases, because of the need .to

breaL éld habité. The Consultant Repdrts sﬁpport’this -
assumption. On; consulﬁggtj—gor éxample, states %at

.the pull of the traditional seems to wipe éut the new
model." And‘another concludes her discussion.on the

dif?ﬁfulties of working with a new program with an observation:

.I could not QEUpzbutﬁaéﬁaer, what is /the toll on teachers

~

+ of this model?" Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that K\\
implementing a new model is difficult. At the same time, {
. ) \\

o hypothqsis about the importance of previous skills‘and
preferenges suggésts that implementation will be less
~difffcult foF some teachers thah_for othersz As;with the
sponsor input, we find that this catggorybhas many dimensions,

which do not all influence inmplementation in the same way.

v

e s in order to examine the 'staff backgrodnd Var;aﬁles from
\ ' . .
. both viewpoints, we Wlll flrst present data to prov1de a

descrlptlon of the staff in thlS study. Second, we w111

examine the same varlabl as determlnants of levclb of

B

implementation and will suggest other arcas of study. 1In

A&
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édgit; , we will consider the implications of our findings-

’ 4

¢ for(thé design of thi;ﬁlanned Variation study.

x

R : -

Data: . . . ’ -

The data presented in Tables 20, 21 and 22 follow the

1 organization of the previous sect¥pons. Table 20 summarizes

[4

,the unweighted means analyses of Varianceﬂfor;the?standard

balanced design Of PV classes only; significance levels and

allocations .of variafce are given. Table 21 shows the

?

analyses for the comparison of Planned Varigtion and control

clacses, again using balanced designs but in this case

involving only 6 models and 12 sites. It should be remembered

L] Iy . -

that the model and site effects in this table are based oh.
PV and NPV classes compined, and therefore are”diffiéult to
interpret. Hable 22 shows the meané for the models included
in the analyses of the PV classes. For variables with
significant model différenqés, the extreme means are
underlined. The méans énd standard deviations for all sites
and models on these variables can be found in Appendix.D,
Table 4. - | |
We will not examine tl specific variableé'cohtained in
these tébles in detail as wI did in the previouds sections,
because tﬁey are not direc%ly afféected by the experimentall

treatment. The major impression to be drawn from the tables

is that therc are large differengces among models and sites -

[N
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TABLE 20 '

Staff Background

Analyses of Variance for Planned Variatidh Classe&

o

Sources of Variance:

*
’

) 4 o .
. Site Class :
* - . Within Within ‘
Variable Name Model Model Site '~ df Class.
. Teacher: - ¥ )
 TQ#33 Live in the neighbor- 21.58%  ,17.20%  61.223 133 -
hood where most of the - ***: ’/ * %
children live x ’
. ‘ oy ]
. TQ#39 Circle the highest 22.09 17.69 60.22 130
. grade c0mpleted; * k% ko
TQEA40 Check any of the
following which you
have had: o ? ’
P Early childheod 14' 74+ 24,55 60.71 135
development course’ EK * Kk
Nursery School 10,93  21.57 6750 | 135
teaching course *x *x. o ‘
P - o
Kindergarten first 10. 34 9.31 80.35 135
or second grade ¢ - % NS .
course
- TO#41 Do you have a state 19.15% 26.71 ° 54.14 - ., 130
-or city teaching * Kk el
certificate? - ) :
PQ#42 How many years of 8.67% 33.24 58.Qg{ . 130//
. teaching expcrience . % PR ’
have.you had in H.S.? -
TQ#38 Please check your 13,827 "21.94 64.24 129
: ethnic group:- , * * % % :
TO#43 + How did you happen to 11.63% 19.87 o 68.50 ° 128
teach in this center * % * : ’
rather than another? D
4 J . )
TQ¥45 How did you choose to 13,30t 27.80 58.90 107
participate’' in. PV? X% 13 . :
. o 4 - .
. Aide:
‘AQ#21 . Circle the highest 14,12t 19.45 66.43 124
grade cofiplc ed: * x " /’ . .
Note:. t 1nu1cutes that Pauel effects are not slgnlflcant when sites are

used as rando

fabtors See notes ior Table 8 for further deSCIlDthW
of the table.

! ' : ’
' ) // : ! - :
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on staff FACkground chdracteristics, and relatiyely small
PV-NPV differences.35 wb

A brief consideration of two variables is useful in
'd!monstrating how the data can be'interprete . For the” \
teacher certification variable (TQ#41), there \re strong
effects fof botg;sifes and models. The model/ means
" range  from Fan West, wherefZZE:of the teachers have their
teachiné'oertifigates, to Kansas where none of theiteachefe
do. Arizona haspthe highest variability within models wizh

all teachers in Llncoln having their teachlng certlflcates,

and with none S6f the teachers in Lakewood hav1ng thelrs

here 1s a moderate PV~NPV effect for this variable, whlch
reflected 1n the flndlng that,‘overall 60% of the non-
Planned Varlatlon teachers are certlfled while only 38% of
the Planned Variation teachers are. There.is also-a

‘ moderage,sioe,within model interactionwithePVQNPV,'fhich

indicates that the relationship between'PV.and NPV teachers
’ : '

)

35TH/e finding does not hold for the teacher aides. Analyses
of tReir questionnaire responses reveal 51gn1f1cant effects
only for level of education; age, years of Head Start exper-
ience, ethnic background and.place of residence (whether aide
lives in the same neighborhood as her students) show no
significant differences among sites and models or between
PV-NPV. 1In addition, some teacher variables also show no
'significant differences. Nursery school practlce teachlng
and kindergarten or first grade practice teaching are two
(TQ#40) ; overall, few teachers checked these items. In
addltlon, analyses of types of experience other than in
Head Start (TQ#42) could not be completed because very few
teachers in the total sample checked these items (34 of 264).
There are.not enough responses 'to draw conclusions other
than a general one that very Sfew PV teachers have types of
teaching experience other than Head Start.

)
¢
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is not the same in all sites. .For the.second variable,

r

number of years experlence with Head Start (TQ#42),~there
are moderately s1gn1f1cant model effects The means.show

that teachers in'Bank Street have, on tiie average, . taught

for 2.6 years and teachers in the: Flortda models ﬁave taught
for,2.5 years, Both .of these means are lower than those

‘for the other' models which range from 3 to 4 Years average -
experience. The site effects are stronger than_mode; effects
on this variable. Arizona and HighQScope have  the iargest
‘variation. In the Arizona model, the means. range frqm -an
average of 1.6 years of experience inwégncoln”to g;§_§ears

. - .
in LaFayette, and in High Scope the range is from 2.2 years

of experience in Fort Walton Beach to 5.2 years in Seattle.

There are no differences between Planned Variation and

control teachers on this dimension.

These and the other findings for the staff background

variableg, then, indicate that there are wide variaticns~

”

among teachers in Planned Variation in their teachlng

|

experience and tralnlng, their level of education, their

—

age; place of residence, and ass1gnment to PV. Thqs,'it

appears that the teachers with whom a sponsor works .in one

site arejdifferent from those in another site. Moreover,

P

the situations which one sponsor faces are different from

those which another sponsor faces. ‘Finally,“the relative




'tﬁe differences among teachers are not unique to Planned
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/ ‘ ; ' "

lack of PV?NPV effects suggest that on many dimensipns,

7

L] - N

Variation., ™ | : ) ' ’

Staff Reaction and Input as. Determlnants of Levels of
Implementation:

The finding of variatjons in staff_background character-

istics supports theé expectation that these variables might
. \
be useful in explaining variation in levels of 1mplementa-

tion. 1In. con51der1ng them in thlS framework we shall

follow the division introduced earlier, between staff input
and reaction to the model.

By staff input we mean the charac;eristiesﬁand experiences
which an individual brings to the situation in which he or -

she is to implement a model program. The data just presented

fitjinto this category. The assumption that implementing . .. . .

-

a model is a difficult process is important here. e have
aesefted that full im?lenehtatioh is difficult‘eeCause it
reéulres knowledge and mastery of new skllls and technlques:
in teaching. We also asserted that 1mplementatlon will be
more diffieult for some teachers than er othersa fhe
considegation of staffginput variables provides a;basis for
makingAprediétions about which teachers fall into WQich

group. !

\ ©

The pﬁedicted relationship with implementation is

clear for the number of years in Planned Variation variable:
2 e | _
the longer a teacher has. worked with-.a model, the more

\ ) ! - .

-

\-\
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successful she should be at impigmenting it.36- For other
variables,'the‘relétionship with levels of implementation
is lesé obviodg. In geheral, we might predict that a young,
inexperienced teacher would tend to implement a model to a
greater extent than would an older, more exper}enced feacher.
This prediction assumes that an'oldervteacher has an
establishe@'pattgrn of teaching. .Fof her, implengtinglﬁ
‘'new model involves not 6ﬁly learning new skills, but éreaking
old habit;'as well. Partiéularly if she is comfortable with
_her established methods,‘implementihg-a new model may be
very di<ficult. 1In contrast,haynéw teacher mighp be-&ery
reéeptive'to é model because it provides an organized
ffamewdrk_within which to cope with her new duties.

For the impact of level of education, additional training,
and ;ertificatioh on impiementation, we-can,m§ke épposingr
predigtions. "On theé one hand, more education and more :
ﬁtraihing may be detrimental to model impleménpation because

.a-well-educated teacher may be aware of a range of alternative

' . . . .

approaches to teaching young children, and may consider the
model simply as another alternative. In such a case, she

might ignore thé'ﬁodel, or pick only parts of it to work with,

36Unfortunately, thlS predlctlon is not borne out when the

sponsor ratings -are used as measures of 1mplementatlon. As

~ we pointed out in Chapter 2, however, it is unclear whether
the finding jis due to a real lack of differences between

first and, second vear teachers or whether it is an artifact
of the 1nstrument
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ratﬁer fhan trying to implement the entire‘mddel; On the 
- 6ther hand, -a more highly educated teacher mlght be famlllar
r | 'w1€h the concepts a sponsor is trylng to 1ntroduce through

his model, and therefore might understand the model better
théﬁ a p;rson who has less tfaining. In fhis case,'é ﬁigher .
level of education might be beneficial to implementatibn.

We prbpose tha£ the detefminétion of whigh prediétion is
realized depends on the interaction of qucation and training
with other variables sgéh as reaction to the model and
previous methods of teaching. We will return to these ptﬁer
. variables shortly. '
’ | Race and place of residenée of the teacher éfe teacher

éharacteristics-&hich are of interest in describirg Planned

Variation teachers, but which are difficult to relate to

implementation as input ‘variables. Place of residence is better
considered as it relates to a total site, and.will be considered

as a context variable.

o : .
The secbnd category of variables through which the local
staff interacts with implementation caﬁ be calledlreaction to
the model. We expect that if a teacher likes a model and the
people who sponsor it;'shé will have a higher level of
implementation thaﬁ if she does not like it,

One aspect of a teacher's reaction to the_modél is
her reactionto the sponsdr staff and ﬁo the training they

i //‘\ o
!- . give. A Varﬂéble‘presented in the sponsor input section
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under continuing support.éhd feedback is relevant here:
>satisfaction with training.3’ It is possible chat-high
satisfaction with training.ihdicates é positive reaction
Which ﬁay be associated with greater attempts to implement
’thé model. The more important side of thls dlmen51on,
however, is probably the nsgatlve one. We would predlct
that ;f tra;nlng is very poor that people would have little
J ' ’mctivatich —- or skills -- to implement the models. Similarly,
if the local staff views the sponsor;s staff -as unpreparéa
or incompetent, we would expect melémehtation tc'éuffer. ’
‘ We have no data on this latter variable.

"There are several other variables fofhwhich thefe are no
data, but which are crucial to undeéstanding the;relation of
staff characteristic co levels of~implementatioh. One of
- these is reactioh to'the content of a model, orx to the model

as ah'approach for teaching. This aspect of a teacher'’'s -

reaccion ic probably more important than her reaction to the
sponsor's staff and training. We ex?ect that liking for a
‘mcdol is determined primarily by the teacher's phllosgizz

' - . - of education. If the model is consistent with her views

“about the nature of chlldren and their learning p;ocesses,

[N

. _ g?it%ghould be remembered that. thls variable asks about.
: : training in general, and can only be used as a rough

estlmate of satisfaction with model training.

/
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i then the ,t_eachef wil)“be more- apt to lik? the model and
will make a -great-er attempt to implement ix. 38 -

Anqﬁthe,r. very 1mportant varlable foﬁzxwh:.gh there are no

o s
v @

o . o ‘data is the method of ;Lnstructlon used by a teacher before
she begqp working with a model.. In one sense, thlS vdriable
rfits with the above-’ dlscuss1on about the cons1stency of
a model 'and .a teacher's philosophy. We wou'ld pre.dict that.
a teacher whose previous style is' consistent with that
required by the mod’l will react more favorably to Lhe. mode 1
than will a teacher whose prev1ous methods are very, dlfferent .
from those of the model. " In another sense, this variable
can be seen_ as input and'is ditectly_re.l‘ated to the assumption
that implementation is more difficult for some teachers than

for others. We predict that implementation will be easi=r .,

if the model is consistent with a teacher's prévious way of
operating a-class and relating to'chldren,-bec'ause it will
primarily depend on learning new s%111S rather than breaking

- old ‘habits. For example, we would predict that a teacher

R

-7 . Al " ) v
( 3-8'1‘here are two variables, whether the teacher volunteered .

or was assigned, first to tlhe center and then to Planned
‘Variation, which might be used as indirect measures OF

liking.for a model. We might predict that if a teacher has —L"”

‘ chosen to work with the mod€l, -she may like it better than’
- if she had been assigned to work with it. Choice indicates
' some preference for a model, even before be%'lnnlng Assign-
ment w1thout choice does not involve any feeling of prefer-
. ence, and- in some-: cases, may even involve forcing a' teacher
to work with a program she does not like. This somewhat
i . tortuled reasoning, howgver:,, does not substitute for a

direct :gquestion of whether a teacher likes a model.
.k ‘v"" - ’ Ty . t

‘2 1 ©
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previous methods of teaching,

" training and the cgntent of ‘'a m

~-141- <
| ~

who has been écéustgmed to working with children in structured

academic lessons would find it easier to work with the

Oregon rodel than would a teacher who gives the

children a great deal of time for free play and individual

exploration. -

) ~

'.The extent to which the model is understood, a final

D

‘9’ St
var. ab;e¥for w

ich there are no data, is an importént

di eﬁgzon becausk a teacher cannot implement a model when

D .‘ .

sh§ dbéé not. understand what is expected of hen,;or how she
“the - requirements of the model. * -::>\

important in,determinihg the diffiéulty of and motivation for ‘

implementing a model. We have suggested that levels of

implementationlmay‘be partially-determined by factors such

-

-‘as the teacher's level of edgpjjio , experience in Head.Start,

several dimensions of staff input and reactiomy. there are no

data for other crucial ‘dimensions. For a complete under-

standing of the relation between staff characteristics and

model implementation, we need information on the teacher's

BN
D o
\ . .
\ ‘

[*%

N ' ; ) , ' ¢
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r l
liking for and understanding of the model, and her previous

methods of teaching.39 ‘ * .

"Implications for Study Design:

. [N
. -

The fact. that we expect teacher background variables to
¥ ; vfnfluenee‘impleheﬂtation has implications fot'the‘design of
the ﬁianned Variation study. It is important’ to comment on
» these before continuing our discussion of factors which
influence implementation.‘ Ideally, ir an experiment,;one
:

. o asshmes"that the"situatigns in which the treatments ares to
bertested do:ﬁot aiffe; sytematieélly ekcept in ways caused
by the treatments. This assumption is important in drawiné

: r

Zconclusions about'outcomes of the treatments 40  The f;ndlng

of significant df ferences among sites and modeTs on teacner

backgrpund characteristics suggests, however, that this -
. _ assumption is not met: teachers differ systematiclly in
’ ’ * Y .
ways which are not caused by the treatment.’ X /
J
,

397This section focused almost exclusively on the relationship
of teacher characteristigs to implementation. Teacher aides -
l " were not included primarily because of the limited data -
» available on them and because of the lack of model or site
differences in the data which do exist. We expect, however,
that in classes where the aide is included as a teachlng
‘ ‘partner that many of the same relationgshiovs will hold. The
whole guestion of the tedching aide's role in implementation
s deserves further study. -

40This is anotﬁer"aspect of an assumption in Chapter 1:

that treatment is a primary determinant of what happens
in the cla#é;oom. '

tons
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The differences among sites on these dimensions are
not hard to understand: ali teachers within a site are
//gdrected'by the same administfétgrs, and administrative
policies in Head Start vary from one center to, the next.
"Sites may place.diﬁferent emphasis, for example, on having

community membeggion the teaching staff, on requirements

-

s

for certi%ication, or on additioﬁal training. Different’
hiring policies cr career ladderc, then, mayiresult in
systematic differences among teachers in different sites.

The systemaﬁic di fferences among models on these

variables are more difficult to deal with. Even with large

N ;
' diffefen:es émong sites, we did not expect systematicjmode}
differences. A skarch Epr:an explanation for these *
v differences in such factors as rggional di fferences among
L models reveals no pattern thchirelates to tégcﬁer ' |
charuacteristics. The findinqwthat not OnLy,doeé each ::{
sSponsor faceva Qériety of situations in trying’to implement.
“ his model, but that the situations differ from model to.
ﬁodel, contounds the treatments in Planned Variation. It '
will be difficult to tell Qhether differences in child
'6u£éomes result from model differenceé or téqcher differenceé.
, This is a seri~us problem with the study design. |
) 5 ) | . | \ v
- [
— ‘ }

0
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OPERATIONAL CONTEXT OF THE STAFF
/

The third category of factors relevant to

implementation is the context in which the staff operates: <

the sponsor and staff inputs do not operate‘in.a vacuum, % <'
"but rather interact witﬂ the situation around them.. For

‘  example, it is probable that implementation will be difficult

whén the site is in %urmoil over the loss of funding, even.-
if sponsor support to a site is strong, and the teachers like
the model. Th{?e gspects'of“the operational context can b?
identified. 1In suggestirnig how contextvyariables may, be

related to levels of implementation, each aspect will be

considered separatelv. In the presentation of available data,
~ 5 5 L.

however, the three dimensions*will be comoined bLecause thé data

are inadecuate for separate discussions. -

r . The first dimension of the operational tontext, which
: e

we shall call site characteristics, includes variables which
. ,

help to determine what & site is like. For the most part,
y <

it includes straight%prwara and easily obtained information

such as the size of site or adequacy of facilities. 1In part,

5 however, it also includes less tangible factors such as

¢ )

l the atmosphere in.the centers and the values on which they

operate. The second area, site administration, includes

those factors which determine how smoothly, or e%ficiently,
a site operates. Our assumptign is‘'that if the site is not

fﬁnctioning well, the energies of the staff wili/ﬁé'diverted

-

A
Q . i
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to administrative prbblémé'ﬁnd away from model implementation.
TThué, efficient site managemenF’may be a minimal condition
, for implementaﬁion. The third category, administrative
support for the model, is based on the assumptioa that thé
J ) Head Start di;ector is a key person in the implementation
process. We predict that the director's opiniébn about the
mcdel and about Planffeq Variation will influence impléménta—
~tion by affecting the efforts of the teaching staff to
‘work with the model, and by determining the administrative

arrangements made jn relation to the experiment..

-
-

Data: _ ’

. T

Three items from the Teacher Questionnaire are relevant

to a discussion of the context of ipplementat;on; Table 23
shows ﬁhe analyses 6f’variance for these items for both, PV
cl;sses only ahd for PV-NPV comparisons. The gnalys?s fé;
PV only are based on tLe‘standard balanced design. Thoge
for the PV-NPV compariséns are based on the smaller sample
of 6 models and 12 sites. Table‘24 gives the meéns on the’
three variéblés for the models included'in-the analyses.
Table-é3'sﬁows'tﬁat thére are_ﬁoderaté di fferences
.among " ‘models 6n'the'teé¢her§‘ satisfact}on wiﬁh their
working conditions (TQ#24), on thqwe&t'nt of parent involve-
ment in tﬁe-classroom (TQ#éQ), and rﬁ”ghg.freqﬁency of B

]

iy
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TABLE 23

; :
Context Analyses of Variance

Planned Variation Classes Only:

I
Site Class
) Within Within
Variable Name N Model . *Model Site df Class
TQ#24 Satisfaction with working  9.36 T 19.12  71.52 134
‘ conditions * { * '
TQ#29 Degree of parent involve- 12.18 % - 15.57 72.31 126
. ment . : * NS . .
f
TQ#30 Activities for parents 9,38 22.00 68.61 129
P . ‘ ‘ . k% . .
.Note: See Tagig 8 for a description of these analyses.
PV-NPV Comparisons: ’
MQéel Site
: X X . df
Variable Name PV-NPV |Model Site .PV-NPV PV=NPV 'Class C(lass
<. TQ#24 Satisfaction with 0.27 | 4.96 10.77} 5.52 9.31 69.16
' ' working conditions NS "NS, NS | Ns NS
. TQ#29 Degree of parent 0.20 [18.11 5.79|4.81 13.99  57.10
‘ ) involvement NS * kK NS NS k& ‘.
h TQ#30  Activities for ¥ 0:00 [16.03  9.71] 3.99 Zﬁés 63.11
: parents NS * % NS NS 3

Note: See Table 9 for a description of these analyses.. .
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TABLE 25

Cantext
dard Deviatlions from Sponsor Site Assessment

\

AN

N

+J .
.0 L ]
o 1) o n o
' = . (¢] o o
K% o n M
N = @ g o
o 9 N o] —
£y m ) X f
a. Turnover rate teachers 1.5, 1.8 3.0 2.3 3.8
o ‘ .50 1.30 1.0 1.89 1.64
b. Turnover rate aides 2.2 1.0 3.5, 2.3 1.8
1.30 0.0 1.50 .94 1.30
c. Purnover rate children 3.5 1.8 2.0 1.7 3.0
’ .87 .83. 0.0 .94 0.0
d. Intra-staff friction 2.5 4.0 2.0 2.3 2.8
. : 1.12 .71 0.0 .94 1.30
e. Regular attendance = - 4.2 4.2 2.0 2.3 0.0
teachers .43 1.30 8.0 .94 0.0
f. Punctuality of teachers - 4.2 ‘4.2 2.5 0.0 0.0
.43 1.30 1.50 .00 .00
- , S
Regular attendance 3.0 4.0 3.5 3.7 3.0
children - .71 1.22 .50 .94 .00
h. Support of local Head 4.2 3.5 3.0 3.7 2.7
Start ' .83 .87 1.00 .94 1.09
'i. Support of the community 4.0, 5¢3J}¥‘ 4.5 3.7 4.9
' - 1.22 uxl.ZZ* .50 .94 .7k
. . . . "
j. Support.-of PAC 4.5 3.0 4.5 3.7 3.8 -
' , .50 1.58 .50 .94 .43
Adequacy of:plant in- 4.0 3.2 2.5- 3.6 1.7
doors .71 .43 1.50 1.63 .47.
k. Adequacy of plant out- 2.8 3.0 2.5 2.3 1.7
" doors ' 1.22 1.78 .71 1.50 .94
n. Rapport between adminis- 3.5 3.5 4.6 3.0 2.2
trator and staff .50 . .50 .00 1.63 .83
o. Rapport betweenstaff and 4,2 4.0 4.5 ‘3.0 3.5
children .43 .71 .50 .00 .87
p. Rapport between sponsor 4,2 4.0 4.0 4.3 3.5
and local Head, Start staff .43 .71 1.00 .94 1.12
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Only means for models in the analyses of variance
are included here.  There were no significant model
effects on any variances. The standard deviations
give an indication of the variation among sites.
The Enabler model isnot included here because the

‘Enabler consultants were not asked to cuimplete they

Sponsor Implementation Report.

R
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. activities offered for parents (TQ#4O).4 Examination of

b

the means indicates ‘that the teachers 1n Far West (2. O) and

EDC (2.1) tend' to be the most sat1sf1ed with thelr worklnc

conditions whlle the teachers in Florida (2.7) are somewhat’

- less satisfied. Oregon has the highest level of parent

1nvolvement (3 4) and Kansas tends to have the most frequent
: , *

parent act1\1t1es, averaging around once a month (7 2.1),
although all models are fairly 51m11ar on thrs variable.
There are also significant.differences among sites within

- models on satisfaction with working conditions and activities

L d

for parents. Bushell has thé.largest variation on both

t.

variables- ‘the teachers in Mounds are satisfied with their

worklng condltlons (4.8) while the\EEachers in Portagev1lle
have mixed feellngs (3.2). Activities for parents,are

offered weekly in Mouhds (1.0), but only twice a year in

1

Oraibi (3.1). Finally, there is only one PV-NPV effect for
‘these .variables: an interaction with sites on the amount
of parent involvement. This indicates that the relationship

between PV and NPV varies across sites.

411 analyzing each of these variables, the form was altered

slightly from the original. For working conditions and
activities for parents, an average was taken across the
specific categories of conditions and activities. For the
parent involvement item, the, transformation was slightly
L different: the frequency of parent involvement (every day=
. 5,,once a week=4...) was weighted by the number of parents
in that category (e. g., 6 parents worked once a week = 6 X 5),
summed across the categorles and divided by the total riumber
of parents involved. The resulting scores are a combination.
of frequency of participation and number of parents, where
a high score indicates a greater involvement. The original
format of the guestions are found in Appendlx B.

k3

£ 3
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s

The primary sources of data for this area, however,

are the site assessments from the Final Consultant Repo:t:‘7/~
\ ' v . 7 ’
and the Sponsor Implementation Reports rather than the

Teacher Questionnaire. The means and standard deviations | .
A o .

for the variables from these si‘: assessments are given in

.

Tables 25 and 26. The analyses of variance for these'reportg

<

differ from those for the Teacher Questiohnaire because for ¢
y €ach variable, there is only one observation per site. As

\a résult, we can only-tgsf for.diffefences amoﬁg models and-

not for differeﬁces among sités. Becaﬁse'df ﬁigsinq d;ta and

single site models, only 5 models were included in t@e'anal§se§;'
. . The analyses of the site-asseséments,reveai no significant
diffe;ence; among models on the itehs relevant torthg_contexkz
of implementation. It is not clear, however, whetﬁgr these

findings resuit from a realllack cf differences, or from the

ough site differences cannot be *

. . 10

"low power of the test. -Alt
tested statistically, the large stae@aéd devigtions on some

"of the variabled suggest t’l}at sizable differences do exis't.4~2‘
Thﬁs, we might tentgtively conclude that the;e,;ré.differeﬂiésﬂ

amonc sites within°models on some of the items in the site

assessments. - ' ' . v ot

~

§ 421n these reports, where the scores can range from 1 to 5,
a standard deviation of 1.00, for exumple, results when-
the site scores are 1, 2, and 3. A standard deviation of
1.73 indicates a wider range of s¢ores such as 5, 4, ana 1,
while a value of .58 indicates a narrower range such as 1,

~ l,and 2. , . - : ) ) )

Y

l — ; . T
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It should also be ‘noted that the deqree of correspondence
between the sponschrtmduponsﬁltant ratings.is'not always high:
Table 4 in Appendig.efshows tg: correlatidns between the
two sources for each item. 'Theqcorrelations'range from a

.10 for the turnover rate of children to .68 for adequacy of

the physical plant insid ince the items were essentially S

identical. for the two 'eople'making the assessments,

L
the low correlatlonc Lndlcate th t the ratlngs are unrellable

- for one s1te, the ratlth vary accordlng to who 1s maklng

'them. it may’be that the items are so general that they cdn _

® o s

be 1nterp*eted 1n several ways.A In any case, it is clear
that the f1nd1ngs from the site assessments -should only be

used as general 1nd1cators of the, context in which implemen-

tation-is taking place. L L
R o

Mithin.these:limitations, we feel that the assessments

; C . -
provide interesting descriptions’ of the sites. Since it is

: . . H ! ‘ \_“; i \|/ - -‘
difficult, however, to integrate 20, variables into a

-~
-

coherent picture, we performed a factor analysis on the

consul'tant site assessment in an attempt.to reduce the
variables to a manageable number of dimengions. The consul-

tants' ratlng rather than the sponsors were used because

¢

thera arc more data f9r them. The ‘results of the factor

‘analysis are inc;uded as Appendix E at the end, of tl= report:

\ .
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i few general trends are apparent from the assessments.
From the consultant reports,—it appears that all models
tend toward the lower end of the scale on friction, thle
//  ‘ | they tend toward the high end on punctuality, regulaf
J attendance, suppoit of Head Start personnel and PAC for the
model, and rapportlbetween the staff and~the children. From
the sponsor reports, K all models tend soward the high end of
the scale on regular attendance of the-childrén,ﬁshpport of
PAC and the community for the staff and the children, but all :
N\ tend toward ﬁhe low end on the adequacy ~f the physical plant
. outdoors. | _ .

. ’ Wé%can conclude, then, from the data which exists for

. the'EOntext'in which implementation takes place, that there

are differences amona sites on a number of dimensions. The

m

signficance of those differences, however, cannot be tested

! [

for the site assessment data. The differencesfﬂamomg models

-~ are significant only for three items from the Teacher

[N . \

- ' Questionmdire and there are low correlations between ghe two
o ,

T

- // ¢ sources of data for the site assessments,

- Context Variables as Determinants of Levels of Implementation:

Site characteristics:_“The first category of conf{ext variables
which may be related to implementation revolves around the
broad guestion of what tge sites are li;e; We expect
different dimensions of this categgry to"interact with ;u
implemenfétion in'differen; wa?s. One characteristic of -

| - |

LRIC o | B
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the site, and the.community of which it is a part, is
directly related to model implementation: suppoft,fdr the
model. There are thrée +tems on -the sité ;ssessment'whicﬂ
réport support from the lo€al Head Start staff,’the PAC, and
the community.for the model. | |

Other site characteristics are less explicitly related

to imﬁlementation, but are no less important. The satisfaction
with workiﬁg conditions and adequacy of physical plant
variables are relevan£ here. We expect that the cond;tions
under which teachers mustvwork are importaﬂt primarily,;n

terms of establishing a minimum base for implementation.

[y

Above the minimum lgvel, we do not expect this'factor to have

an appreciable influence on implementation. Belew the minimum,

«

however, poor working conditions will make implementation Very
difficult. Facilities would éeem to be a particularly
important elemeht of this factor. If , for éxample, several
classes are housed in one room; the lighting is poor, the

- noise level is high, or the supplies are inédequate, we
? ' .
would expect model implementation to be hindered.
’ »

Twoe additional variables for thch‘there are data, .

’ i » [N
parent 1nvolvement and activities for parents, may also be
. =

related to implementation. We'expect that a cénter which

»

attempts to involve parents in classroom and other Head
Start activities will provide a different context for

implementation than one in .which parents are not deeply

+ . N
. . . %
RN
.0%
- \’. ,\(" .
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involved. These variables may be part ofva larger dimension-
wnich contrasts a community-oriented site with a school- |
criented site. A community-briented site i? one which
encourag;s full parént participation as opposed to a school-
oriernted site which maintains more formal, dis%ant'relationﬁ
ships with the parents. If this dimension is valid,‘ié

. might’also be reflected in other factors; such faccors might
be hiring priorities, as measu;ed by the number of tethers
who 1ive in the same neighﬁérhoodeith the childfen, or the
number of teachers who are cerptfiqd (Both of these variablesb
were introduced as staff bacdkground factors). We would 
expect{that a communitv-oriented éite would emphasizéiHiring
neighborhood peeple, while a school-oriented’site vould |
pIace-a h;gher-value on credentialled teachers. It seems

{unlikely that this dimension would have the same relation

=

o model implementation in all situations. It may he that
it ihteracts with models: some models may be better for

community-oriented ‘sites while others are better fer sites
/7 i

y - . : .
1 - with a school orientation. Mo'e study is needed on this

aspect of the site chaYacteristics; the present variables

*

are not adequafé for exploring it.

. - ,
Another variable which in some ways is an <xtension
Y

of this échobl-community dimension, is the delegate agency.

This is a question of who runs Head Start. It is a

P

continuation 6f the previous discussion in the sense that
- * Q N
»
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in many cases Head-Start is run either by CAP, the Community
Action Program, or by the public echools. If we are

. concerned with defining the context a site provides through
its values or orientations, the school-community contrast

\Epplles fairly well, 43 and might provide a tool for 1ncreas%ng{
‘our understandlng of the 1mplementat10n process. In anoth{i
sense, however, the variable is not an extension of tHe v
érevious discussion, The delegate aéency variable mey be

- related to impiementation in more coﬁcrete'ways than values.
It is possible: that public.schoois 'prevjde contexts

"which facilitate implementation because Ehey-may ﬁéve moreﬂ
meterials, beteer facilities and’more efficient operating

' ' e

- procedures ‘than other egencies which administer Head Start.

This is another site characterlstlc whlch deserves exploratlon.
A third aspect of- thej?/}egate agency varlable which
,’ - may be related to implementation'is the presence of day care.
" We would predict that model impiementétion willlbe more
difficult in a Heed_Start center which is combined with a
\ dey care program than ie'one wé}ch is operated independently.
We base this prég:ction on the aeeﬁmption thaé teachers and

children both tend to be tired from the longer day involved

’

43One problem with matchlﬂg a deleqate agency lab§1 with an
orientation label i's, for example, that,there cgn Pe school-
oriented centegys which are not admlnlstéred by the public .
schools. Implementation wiyl-be more defflcult than in
cénters where there is less straln. !

-
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with day care. As a result implementation will be more

. - difficult than in centers where there is less strain.
LI 1 .

. These variables do not exhaust the aspects of site

cMaracteristics which may be related to implementation. //z\\yj

There are no doubt still more areas for which we have no

information, such as the size of the site and location of
{ -

the centers. 1In relation to the size variable, we would

predict that if a site is very large and Planned Variation
. ¢’ . . ! > - . ‘

-

is only a small part of the total operation, then Planned -
. ’ X . hd

Variation may receive less attention than in a site where

it is a major gﬁhcern. As g result of being less important,

model.implementation may suffer. -Similarly, the location of

classes within the site may influence implementation. We
A ‘

would -predict that if Planned Variation classes are Spre;d

N

out ambng centers rather than -being used together,: the

3

isolation of teachers trying to work with a new model may

hinder implementation.

Thus, there are a' ﬁumber of site characteristics which
) 55 may he related to 1mplementatlon. ‘hndoubtedly, we have ;ét
' 1dent1f1ed.all relevant characteristics, but we have raised

. somefimpOrtant issues. While thére is no' evidence of

" variation in some of the variables considered here, thére
are differences amona sites on opperss niring priorities,

parent involvement, and delegate agericies. \EQe existence of

_J ‘differences among sites on these'va}iables, then, supports
. , ‘

3 s | B Y
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the hypothesis that site characteristics may partsally;

*

account for differences in model implementation.

Site administration: Site management, a second dimension of

Fd

cbqtext which we would ékbect to be related to implementation,
. 4 .

is primar;ly a question of how smoothly, or efficienily,
the site is managed. }f a center is funétioning well, then
the teaching staff‘i;thin it can concentrate on the classrooms
and on implementing the modgl.‘ These v;riables are seeﬁlas‘
minimal conditions for implementation: they alone do not
guarantee implementatioq, but they. do support it.:
A number of variables from the site aésessment can be

considered ;s indic%S?rs of good management. One component

y - is stability of the center, particularly of the staff. This
inclpdes elements such as turnover rates, punctuality, and
regular attendance. These variables are found in the site
assessméﬁ%g. We predict that implementatioh will be 2t a

lower kevel if staff members are freqguently late 6r‘abseﬁt,.

N, or if they work at the centers forlonly short periods of

\

\_time, thad'if the staff are on the job regula;ly."ﬁﬁ;

assump%ion is that training ne. teachers, finding substitutes,
14 1

and covering extra classes diverts energy away from model.

[

?f implementation.

Similarly, we'predict‘thét friction among the staff,

- . \
'+ a second component of site management, diverts kesources

from implementation. The friction variable froﬁ the site’

\ ~ !



[/

-161-

assessmenthrovides Gata which is relevant'here. itithere
, .1s disagreement“about such‘concernscas ro;e definitions/ we

would expect conflict and negiected duties. Such a

situation may hinder impiementation." On the other hand,

f all staff members know ¢he1r areas of respons1b111ty and‘\
'

thgse of the people around them, th1s concept will" not be an
1ssde in implementation. . .

In addition to these aspects there arebother components
of site adm1n1stratlon for which we have no data but. wh1ch

may influence model 1mplementatlon and therefore should be

considereé:d One 1is adminigtrative cqmpetence. Again, the
. _ ; :
negative end of the dimension is the important one in this

context. We would expect that unless the administrative.
) . v ~

staff is at least minimally competent, -f‘£h£E is, unless
.they can manage such tasks as getting the children to the
schooL”and fed, paying bills and salaries, and getting the
‘bulldlngs open .and heateﬁ -- model 1mplementatlon éﬂnnot
proceed.

In contrast to the previous“variables'which refer to

- [3
N

internal 1ssues, fundlna securlty 1nvolves the concept of
) L4
\ -efficient relations with people asg agencies outside the
Head Start center. “Clearly; funding problems hinder 2
N X

v implementation when they prevent a site ‘from hiring enough

people to work with the model. Even when staf members do

» /
. J ~
el LT \

not actuallx 1T e thelr jégl )howexoi, the threat of
2 . & ‘\‘.
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budget cuts, late pay, and general funding instahility ﬁay
:;interfe;e with implementation: if staff *embere are beset
with worrying about whether or not they w1ll have a jgb
5 'next month, ‘'working to av01d this crisis will probably divert '

o attent;on f{Om the classroom. There are no data /for this
} o item either.

"9

The same relation'to implementation, thn, holds for

all the variables which have been ihtroducea as site
.administratien facters: lprohlems in administering the site
divert attention and-energy from model implementation. .Whgie
some of these variables &ay be more importaht to implementa-
tion than others, we woald_expect, rn general, that they
T | ~ will be additive: the moretproblemé a center has gh its

7 . : _
R | . 4 \
operations and relations with other groups, the less attention

. . e ¢ - A
will be given to the model; as a :ksult, implementation will
r . ‘ ' ‘
suffer.
N7 « "

Administrative support for the modek- We expect that\all

(
Heady Start admlnlstrators will. have opinions about the models
e ]
with which thelr‘teaénlng staff must work, and about the”

’

1mportahce of the Planned Var1at10n exper1ment.44o Further,
’ . ™ ' . ) ._‘"
S . (
a4, N
A distinctionbetween oplnlons about the model and oplnlons
.. about the Planned Variatioy experiment is necegsary because-
* the former alone will not Petermine implementation. The
Planned Variation design.involves the assumption that the
. ‘models will be replicated in the sites. Even if a director .
7 +likes a model, she may interfere'with implementation if’
- she does not understand and rcespecf the experimental design
« of which it is a part. ' '

’ 1
. { )
’ ./——’} . r,"‘j. e . < . R - ™ 1
. R0 N - . N
, . .
:
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.t . we expect these opinions to affect-model, implementatidn.-
I in at least. two wars: Dby affecting the attitudes of the

| teachers toward the model, and through administrative

) . . R ) . ..‘ )

‘ decisions which facilitate or hinder implementation. Altnough
$ \ : T ‘ .

there are no systematic data available through which to test

N ‘}

these hypotheses, anecdotal evidence suggests the issues:
are at 1eaet worth‘%aising.

.Be ore discussing in more detail the ways in which
administrative support may influence implementation, it will
‘be helpful to comment briefly on the eeurces ot detetminants
of such support, although’without data we cannot test oﬁr
hy?dtheses.\ This question, like many others, is complex
and deserves mere'thorough‘study than we are able “» give to
it. - We;expeet) however, three kinds of factors to determine
an eaminietratér's support fér a model. The fitet is the
adm%nettetor opiniPn of the sponsor; Since curricular

.o ;.' models‘%;e'tied clOse%& to‘the'notion of spensorsh;p-in this
Y : .'1 egéetiment; it seems probable”that'the relationship between
the sponsot and the ﬂeéﬁ(Staft aireetOr will greatly influence

0 ’ ) . i M

. ) : the latter's Pppinion of the model and the experiment; In

,

evaluating the relationship, we would expect that things such

as the way the sponsor presents himself and his program to

L} -

o the community initially, bis continuing attltude toward the
51;é~and toward the direcfor in partlcular, and’ his

competence in tralnlng and monltorlng 1mplenentatlon will

’
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be important. If}the director has a high opinion of the
>° sponsorx, ﬁe wogld predict tﬁaé:she would suppolt the model
to a greater extent than if she did not like him. A second
probable déterminant of an admini§trat0r’s'opinién.of the
model is ‘her philosophy 6f education. We Qould expect that
if hef vélues aré'congruent with thosé‘of the‘mpdel, sﬁ;%
will like the model. A third determinant of support_géﬁ be
labqlled.as prioritieé in operatinguthe program. This

s
factor is perhaps less obvious than tife first two, and is

Yo

better viewed in terms of the administrator's view of the
importance of Planned Variation than interms of liking'the

-°- model. By priorities we mean the director's sense of what
°

1s Important for the program; her pérception of the roles
: t

-~

. énd goals of Head Start. We expect, then, that.the director's
support for the experimént will %? influencéd by her | :
_ pribrities: if maintaining an experimentali design has low
Ypri?rity, she may intentionally or unintentipﬁally interfere
with implemeptation by acting on higher priority items.
Thus, the sj@%ort an administrator éives the ﬁodei may be
deternined by the interaction of her féelings about thé.
sponsor and his reprgéentatives, the congruence of ‘the
model's approach to education with her own beliefs, and-
‘theirelative standing of the PV model in4her syste; of

m} priorities for the Head Start program.-
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With some feeling about the determinants of why an
administrator woﬁld or weuld}not support the moael, we return
to a discussion of how'such support then‘influences | .
implementat;on. Unfortunately, we havq no systematic data
for these questions either, and must rely soleiy on anecdetes
for 111ustrat1ng the @1scu551on To repeat our previous.
hypothe51s, we expect that support is. related to 1mplementatlon
in at least twg ways: by affecting the. attitudes of the '
teachers toward the moded and by.mahing adminietratiye’;
decisions which-facilitate'or hinaer inplementatibn In
the first case, the admlnlstratir S opinion is seen.as an
.important determlnant of the atmosphere created w1th1n the

s -

'slte in relation to the model We WOuld expect that. in a"f
sitﬁetlon where the dlrectfr likes the model and thlnks
Planned Var1atlon 1mportant sh2 will give moral support.

. . J

-and enqouragement to the staff working with the model. On

the otheg ané, iﬁ she'doeant think:hiéhly\of the model in

—_ —

particular, or the experiment 1in 5aneral, the atmosphere
for the'staffzwill bé“pBBfTW"Fér'example,ene sponsor
reports45 that,"Merale problems .were generated'because
paraprofessionals inlplanned Variation'were‘treated as
vtemporary employees by. administration.% It seeﬁb.probable
that staff members in such a situation will be less

’ motivated to work with the model}thanuin one where the'

director supports the model.

4s’l'he Sponsor Implementation Reports contain several open-
. . ended questions; this guote is taken from one of them.
Qo ' ’ , # o
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s

The second way in which administrative support influences
implementation is through decisiopns and}policies. This

as ect of support is more complicated than the first because
p PP HP

it 1ncludes a larger proportlon, and therefore a w1der'

’varlety, of the administrator'’ s actlons and respons1b1{ ties.

We cannot spec1fy all the actlons wh1ch might'affect
1mplementatlon, but we can glve examples to 1llust1ate the
1mportance of thls concept In some cases, a director w1ll

not take E&e action necessary to support implementation

.
PR

betause he or SheLdoes not like tire model. For example,

one consultant in discussing a number of preblems a director
- N . ‘ : . ‘

has with a model and its sponsors'states:f "Since he's not

>~ ] , . .
sure of the model, he doesn't want to spend money on materials,

bocks, etc. that are related to it. With the big financial
cut, he's worried gbout resources." o -

'In other cases, however, ‘the important support factor

for 1mplementatlon 1s’not llklng the model but respecting %

.
P

the experlmental design of Planned Varlatlon. A director,
for example,_magvhave a high opinion of the model as\an

apporach to teaching.ghlldren but uniess she understands
the exper1nental~ée51gn and trles to maintain it, she may

hinder impl:mentation by the ‘policies. she pursues’. The
~

' relatlon of such actions to 1mplementatlon may not be

1mmed1ate/y_apparent until we remlnd ourselves of the goals
. ° 2 .
of Planned Variation. One of the p:imary objectives of this

te "



-167~

. .

experiment i's to test the effectiveness of imple.ented model
curricula. ‘It is assumed that the 51tes will try to replicate
the models as closely as pos51b1e. The study «was not
organized to encourage sites to pick out.some parts of the
‘models and discard the rest, nor was it intended that they

work with the models only intermittently. It is also assumed

o

in testing Fhe effectiveness of. the specified models that
other factors which may affeet thedouteomes ere controlled.
£ there.is a lerge amount of unsystematic input

to Lhe c;eéses, the purpose of‘theustudf will be defeated.
We vill-not be abie to draﬁ‘.conclusions about the causes
of differential effectiveness. A relgted, bdt slightly
different issue is . that of comparison classes.' In.Plaﬁned_
Vérlatlon,'meny of the comparison classes are drawn from

. e the same sites as the experimental classes. . If these

~ . . .
comparisons are to be useful, it is important that the model

-

) . i + . : .
not be implemented.in them. Therefore, it is important that
p the two quﬁps of classes not be given the same treatment.

When we speak of administrative ﬁoliciés which do not respect
o - ' ' :
a . e
- . .design, we are referring to such actions as making demands
on staff time which take concentration away from implementation,

c oo ) . A4 - oA
not providing necessary resources to the classes, makirg
A 4 ) ' N . ’ ‘ . o
'non-model input into thHe ¢lassyoom programs, or contaminating
. . . . ' . ¢

+

. - comparison groups.

]
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‘

Examples of directors carrying out policies-which

3

interfere with implementation, unfortunately,-are nume rous.

' Among them are statements from both OCD aonsultants'and

.

sponsors. One sponsor states, for example, that ‘ >

The Resource Teacher . . . is interested . R
in implementing. the [model]. However. .
her additional.responsibilities assigned -

by the Director, tend to limit her time , -
- in the [model] classes and mltlgateS';' '
. against her effectlveness She is on)an

overload serv1c1ng 13 groups.

: ‘\ - . e i ‘
A similar example of demands-on staff membersv@hich'interfe e

with 1mplementat10n ‘comes from a consultant to another 51te \Qf -

‘who also reports that the Program Adv150r
©
" is excellent, but her load iS~much
greater than it shculd be since e -
it includes PV, the commitment to the !
1969 [moedel].trainees [who are not the -
same as the 70-71 trainees] and the A N
L total program. As I understand it, the - .
total program includes about 50 classes “r e

The important fact to realize lS that the peoole referrea
to in both examples hav= primary respons1b111ty at thelr

-
sites for seeing that the models are implemented. The

admlnlstrator s dedision to make ﬁlanned Varlatlon ly

w . "

part of the job rq5p0n51b111ty may serlously hampe:

-

1 .

implementation. g : o

3 . "
] . B " . . - .
- Another type-of, administrative. policy which affects

4

t-¥3

. M . . N _. ( h i, . B )
implementation involves démands whicle take the staff's
attention away frof®the model. pdne'consultanty after
reporting on a number of demands that were being made'of
av S : . -

e ' ‘ - : .

A

R
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. ~ .‘\\ /"'
. the teachers, conclud€s that all the non-model problems

teﬁporarily detract teachers from spending
mental and phy51cal time d01ng a better
job in the‘clas$room.

Or in another center, a consultant comments about what

-

took place in a long’ conference she had with -the Program
[ ]
Advisor about the model and the practicing staff. One

of her 'statements is that
‘ ‘ ~
We also expressed concern about the _
pressure of.carcer development that '
seems to mirimize the importance of ‘
. ~ the classroom.
"Like the examples above, these suppor* the belief that
o

administrative pollcy can 1nterfere with model 1mplementatlon.
'

Another aspect of the requirements 2% the experiment,and

thus, of implementation - which may, be hindered, by

admlnlstratlve actions'is input into the classroom oy-oeople

other than the sponsor 's staff. One consultant \Weports that
The State RTO has/ﬁeen asked to come .
in to do some inservice training. [ This
is a non-model person . . .She hasn‘t

) . been .asked to adapt anything she will

R ' say to the medel .

A final problem is that it is .possible that comparison "

‘classes may be contaminated because they are included in
\\ : . N » F-
‘ model training. One consultant states, for example, that

' the director cannot understand why -all children cannot be

~ ) . *e”

)
included under Plann-d . Variation.
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.children in Planned Variation. Th

sponsor, for example, states that the

-170-

1

Thus, it seems clear that al?hough we do,not have

. . ]
systematic datq«fgr all sites, we/can conclude that it is

very probable for administrativevbolicy tc affect model
, ”

implementation. Actlons which h;ﬁaer 1mplementatlon can be
lnterpreted as lack of support / THis is not to say that the

directors consciously interfer¢ with the model. We propose,

. . .1 .
. that the notion of priorities/determining support, which

was presented earlier, is the crucial one here. Unless

-

Planned Variation has high priority, the director will base

her decisions on other competing interests, and the resulting

policiés may ‘interfere-with implementation. In part, this
.- {

may be explained as a %gck of understanding of the experiment;

a director may not recognize' that his—actions interfere
because she doeS'not understand thé requirements of an

experiment., The last: example glven «bove. 1llustrate¢ this

“point vell: the dlrector dld not seem to have any notion

of why‘it was 1important to 1nclude£only certaln" groups of

s lack of understanding --
- : b T .
and its effects -~ is apparent in other -sites too. One
- P ,

‘Administrator lacked clarification of”
her role, and the mean’ing of .
sponsorship,+i. é"\ last fall a second
research design was introguced into
[model] classrooms.

No understandynec of sponsorship -- = .
difficult to ke~p clear which classcs
are being 'studted, who is being trai ned
by . e [the sponsor] staff.
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" Lack of understandiné, however, is not the'oniy
explangtion for,giving other'concerns'priority over
maintaining the resedrch design. Another explanation can

P . be viewed within‘thé framework of the tension between a
researcﬁ program and a service program. We propose, first,

that the demands of a service program are often in conflict

~, s

with those of a research design. While an experiment calls

for controlled\inputs and differential“trcatments, for

example, a serV}ce organization'calls for bringiné in all

# the resources poésible and"préviding service to as many
people as possible, ‘oreover, as the examples above suggest,

some Head Start Centers havk goals other than education for

N

the children to be met. Second, we propose that dead Start,
is considered as a service program, not as an experiment,
by those who run it. This is particular’'v true since the

sites chosen for Planned Variation were operating centers
. / v . N
before and during 'the study, and will continue after the

study, Thus,*we conclude that the directors in Planned
Variation sites are primarily service oriented, and as such,

- may understandably place the Planned Variation research design

4

t

\\\ ' low among their priorities. Such a placement may be inter-
N .
‘?reted'as lack of support for the model because it may re-
- - \" y .. ‘) : . .::l . B . )
y sult in administrative actions which interfere with imple- .
2 i S

S \\ B . AL
mentation. . : : o . .
‘ In this discussion of administrative support for the
’ model we have asserted that administrators have opinions

about the imodels and Planned Variation which may influepce
‘ ¢
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implemeﬁtatioﬁ. The influence takes at.least two forms:
the atmosphere a director creates for the staff wofging with
the model and admin&strative action. We pnopose/that the
second may be more compllcagpd because 1t revolves not
simply on liking the model but on the interests competing
“with Planned Varlatlon in the admlnlstrator'"-prlorlﬁhes
If the research deslgn has low prlorltyy‘action may be
/ ‘taken,on-the basis of‘other iotérests a a, as a’'result, may
.interfere'with impiementation. &e canpoé\draw any -
conclusions about the validity of these hypo£heses because
*we have nc data to test them. It does appear;fh wever, that

;hESe“ve;EE?les have a great deal of potential importance
}‘, .' . . \ K
%nd theré%?re, merit further study.

\

N

Summary‘of Operational Context Issues:

1]
\.

In this %ectlon we gave only limited attentlon to
\
relevant data. For th two primary sources of data, thgpsite

-

assessmcnts completed by the sponrsors and tho OCD con ultants

—

there appear-to be differences between the sites on a great

many variableé.. The differences, however, cannot.be test
. . AN
statistically. Moreover, there are no significant differences

among models, and the correlations between the ratings
/; from the tyo’eources are low.‘irhe data, therefore, can ohly‘be
R ’ . . . . A

used to inggest interesting differences among sites; strong

inferences cannot be made from specifd variables.

S
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In 'c'ontras‘t to the data Z;esentation, we discussed at

langth the.areas of the operational context which deserve

further stﬁ%y. Administrative sudpdort for the model,

par%icularly‘as it is reflected in a director’'s policies

. - . /7
and priorities, seems especially important. We suggested .

- a } ? -
that knowledge of these additional agreas, together with

the context variables for which there are already data, may.

|
help to explain variation in levels of implementation.

, 1

. N ' N\
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS I

[N . +

; The organization of this chapter is based on the assump=- \

tion that implementation‘is an-interactive process depénding
not only on sponsor input, but also on staff input and'reaction,
and the context in which implémentation ﬁakes,place. Within
each of the three major sections, we first presented reclevant
data. In‘exgnining‘thgzzesults>df the analyses, it must.be

remembered that the findings are suggestive rather than -

* conclusive. For all data,there are limitations of using‘
. . o

. . .
sites as fixed factors, multiple significance tests om non:-
. . . N

independent measures, and low reliability (as evidenced by

o B

\ low correlations between Variableé tapping the same dimension
‘ : . .
4’ \ and ‘by lack,df agrecement among sources in reports of the same
.. vari;bles). In addition, for the trainfﬁq variables there
_l .is also the problém‘df laék of spccificiﬁy;'it is not

3
”

.t
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clear whethe? the teachers aré reporting on only model

training or on all training. The*se limitations lead to
)‘ i .
difficulties.in interpreting findings and may result iq:an
N ‘ : ' :

- exaggeration, of actua; differences.

-

- From the available data, we find variations among sites

within models in .all areas and among models in all areas except

those measured by the site assessments.

l. From the variétions in sponsor iﬁput data, we can
conclude, first, that sponsors apparently differ
from one another in the Inputs they make; and that
. ’ at least some sponsoré do nqtftreaﬁvall of their
sites in the same way . $econd, it appecars that ’
\ | )

people other than the éponSors and their reoresenta-

- *©

‘ ~ tives are giving traiping in the sites. Third,
. there are fairiy strong PV-NPV differences in pre-
, - .

service training, but not in in-service training

¢

,Oor in-support "and feedback. This' finding probably )

reflects a combination of treatment contamination

1

: and vague.instruments.

‘.

2. From the variations.iﬁ staff background'characteris-
éicg, we conclude that éach spcnsor must work with
a variety of teachers and that the teéchers.with whom
one sSponsor Qorﬁs are different f;om those wiﬁh
‘ | _ whom' another sponsor works. - The relative lack of
PV-NPV cffects suggests that, on most diméﬂsions,

the differences among Planned Variation teachers are

Rjkj _ ' the same as those among non-Planned Variation teachers.
B - . .
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3. The finding of sidnhifigant differences among models

<

ﬂdn'teacher'characteri§tics has implications’ for the
de .m of the study. One reqp}re*ent of a_,goqd

weporimental designtis that the sitUptjons -in which
. ! . " , e .
tne treatments are‘to be tested do not differ
2 ' .

'

sy srematically. If Fpis'assumption is not met, as
. . . \ v

A\ it ‘is not in this'sthdy,\&hen treatment effects agf

w

~—7

confourded with the other factors w@ﬁch‘ﬂ}ffer
systematically among models. { ’ R
L ' ' ' : ' - o
4. The findings for the operational’ context variables
are limited. From the primary source .of data,, the
sponsor and consultant site assessments, there are

no model effects, and site effigcts cannot be tested.

We can only conclude, then, that there apptars to

\ .
Y\ ’ -

be some variation among sites within m?dels on
B ) ) ¢ .
mos . of the context variables. A factor analysis

» ", \ ' : .
which ties together some of the site asscessment -

variables is presented in Appendix E.
P 7

¢

!

All these.findings support the assertion that implementa—"
. -1
tion is a ‘complex process. The variation among sites and [

models also stpports the proposition. that these variables are

useful in ;xplpiniﬁg variation in levels of implementation.
In éﬁe second péft of each'of the three';ections, then,

we tried to specify how the variébles micht be related to

implemeﬂ%ation and to suggest additional arcas which shoulé

be considered in a morc thorglgh study of implementation.

N



. also influence implementatioh. Morecover, ' the

\ . . 7

» . ' \,
. f | Do
For sponsor inputy we propose that longer and more
. \ . ‘ . . «

frequet traiming from the‘spbneot may be?relat" 0%
to higher levels of implementatioh, but'that}” Her
* ’ : % h . . ‘/\v ' n

dimensions are equally, or perhaps more, important.

The types of training Syiven and the extent of

. pereonal<§dpbort and feeahack from the sponséf may . -

a
-~

,

) . - * , Y
Pbresent data suggest-that we need to‘further exnlore

tralnlng by people othekr than the SPONSOor: such
¥

S 1

-faddltlonai training may either facitltate oY inter--

~

fere with model 1mplemtntatlon,/dependlna on who
%ives the tralnlng andﬂ%hether it's conSLStent

with the model. _Flnally, anecdotal evidence

e

suggests that sponsors may betomé involved in

activities in the sites which range beyond model

prescriptiohs Since it 1s possibl€¢ that thesge

act1v1t1es may influence 1mplementat10n, perhaps
€
through the degree of commitment felt by the teachers],
. ’
the-area should be explored. v

[ . N .
Under staff lnput ‘and reaction, we propose. .that not

all teachers have the same 1nc11nat10n or aﬁillty
@

-

to implement a ‘model. If staff characteristics

: . , ,
determine the difficulty.of and ﬁotivation for diwple-
. ) .

mentation, they'might help to explain the variation

in levels of implementation. We sugoest-that rcaction

L]

to training, -age, expericnce, level of edwcation, and

certification may be determinants of levels of

\/ . . | -
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implementation. There are no data, however, for

o

tHe other varlables whlch may be CIUCLal to the

: zelathn between staff characterist;cs and imple-

.~ ’ .

mentation: 1liking for the model as an approach to

teaching, the erlent to which model reauirements

* «

.are undefstood, and previous methdds of instruc-

> ' * .
tion. Tf a teacher likes anq-unde$stands the model,

and if it is consistent with her approach g;“faachéaﬂx

_we predict that she wi#l have a higher level of

. e : ; - :
implementation than she would otherwise.

We . suggest three areas of variables.within the
operational context of the st\ff\categorv Under-
the headlng of site admlnlstra*lon we prooose that
unleSs a sigepis operating efficiently, the enargies
of the .staff wiil be diverted to adwinistrative

\ » : . . . .
problems, away from implementation. Site adminis-
\ \

trationgis reflected in such variables as staff

I _
stabiliéy, staff friction, administrative competence, /
and funding security.

Another important, but neglected areahjis administrative
o Y R - . h :

support for the model. On the basis of anecdotal

e . . - N C

Soee that the administrator's opinion

.
.-

[ ’
evidence, we pr

0of the model an¥ of the Planned Variation experiment

" will influencé ij plementatlon throuah the atmosphere

she creates and throudh her actlons and pollc1es.
We also assume that the lattér“means of influcnce

will be more complicated because it ‘ic dependent on

-
v /.‘
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&

the director's prioritieq for her program as w211

as on' liking the model. Fuﬁgker, we assert that
N _
we would expect to find that Planned Variation is

a low priority concern to many Head Start directors

a

because their primatry congeption of their program
‘is a§'éwse£vice-project. As a result, we would
‘ \\ alsoﬁexpeét that some bf the director's actions
would interfere with model implementatioﬂ. Finally,
we propose that site ch@racteristics, such as size,
adequac§ of facilities, the delegate agency, and
the vgluesuand orientation of the zite may be

important to implementation hut the nature of the¥

'
)

relationships are not alwavs as clear as in other
™ areas.

-~

The,%inal conclusion to this chapter is.that we have
raised many issues but resolved few ui them. The. finding
of model=aﬁd site differences on the.majority of variabl¢§
supports‘tﬁé éfgument that implemeﬁtation is a complex

process and that some of these variables mav be useéful in

o e . .
explaining the variation is levels of implementation. There
“are, how%ver, many dimensions of the implementation process

for which there are no data. ' . 'y

.w: ) - | ’(




ha W

“~ ’

o - -179- L

o . Chapter 4 j> . ‘

PREDICTING LEVELS OF IMPLEMENTATION

I 4

In Chapter 2, we presented the sponsors' ratings of

: ’
teachers as a measure of level of implementation. We .
’

concluded that there is a great deal of variation among
classes anéﬁsites withiﬂ?mode]s in thg‘extent to which
models afe_implemente%. In Chapter 3,.we explored a
number of variables which might influence leVé]s of’
implementation. From the data availéble for these

& Lo ' :
variables, we'found large variations boti among and within
L

a

.plain the variations in levels of implementation. .-

S )

-"*In this chapter, then, we will use multiple regres-
sion analyses o relate the variahles discussed in CFapter‘
3 to the sponsor ratings presented in Chapter 2.

Multiple regression analysis is a techniqué for

estimating a functional relationship between one d@pendent

..... . -

variable and several.independent variables. The- result-
a . - . \ " :
ing equation can be used to predict values of the dependent
variable for given values of the independent variables.~

‘The equation for & linear ‘regression gan be expressed as:

’

o n

’ . o~

Y= by + byxy i+ by x, + v box 5 -

where Y stands foi the score on the dependent variable

-~

(sponsor ratings) which will be prédicted from the

models, and predicted that the variablés m}éht help ex- \v/

&



-180-

knowledge of ,a set of independent variables; Rpr Xpp o mor

X, stand for the given scores on the independent variables;

b are the coefficients of the independent

n

17 Py

variablIe§ which give the best linear predictibn of the
v Ve ‘ .

depemdent variable; and b, is the regression onstant.l

In pur case, the spdnsor ratings of teachers will be

\ ,
:used‘as the dependent variable,2 and the wvariables ihtro-

~ duced in Chapter 3 will be used as the independent variables.

.From the regression analysis we can also. obtai: the square
h ]

of the mulEipie correlation coefficient (R2) which is the
[ . “ P
~amount of variation in the dependent variable explajned

by the independent variables. R? is an important indica-

. : , v , . * . )
tion of success in predicting Y; one primary dgoal Qf the

2

K

regression analysis is to maximize R
In attempting to explain the total variation among !

levels of implementation, we can separate the variation

among models, among‘siteé wit™Nin models and among teachers
"within sites. Considering firs

the differences among

lrhe size of a b coefficient depends on the scale in which
the .variable is measured. As a result, comparisons of the
size of the coefficients cannot be made. To overcome this
problem, we can use standardlzcd ceefficients, b*., For a
rore +thorough dlscds51on of* regression analyses, sec Draper
and Smith, \ppl1ed Regression Anql331s (New York: Wiley, 1966).

zln Chapter 2, the ratings foir- both February and ‘May were
examined. Since the May ratings were madd any time from
May to the following October, Egzﬁag decided to use only
the’ February ratings' in thcse analyses because they are
more representative of the overall level of implementation
in the site during'tlie vear and are probably more valid.
The analysis of variance of sponsors' ratings f{er February
only can be found in Appcndix C, Table 5.

.
Y

R 4
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models, we would not expect a knowiedge of modeLg‘;b'eXL
. . Y )
plain much of the variation in levels of implementation
‘ k] . . . . . .
because in the analysis of variance of sponsor ratings,
y v
. - \

“models explained only 3.1% of the total variance. As a

. t

check, however, we entered edeven of the.twélvesPV°modéls

.

as dummy variables 'td explain variation in the total'

3

L 4

system. Table 27 shows the results of thlS analy51s'
/

models explaln‘only 8.1% of the varlaflonhln sponqor
ratings'of teachgrs. '”He F-test for this valueAié not
siénifiéant'(p = .275). 1In fgcty‘only one.modelv RIC,

has a significant b coefficient (where''"significance" can
be described in terms bf the extent to which a variable
significantly édds«to the equation predicting the dependent

4

variable). We can concludé, then, that model cffects

do not help to explain variation in levels of implementa-
tion. Therefore, we will ignore them in the rest of our

analysis..

[

L4

he use of dummy variables is a technique for intro-
ducing variables which are not conventionally scaled into

a regression equation. We define one dummy variable for
each m>del: all teachers who work with a given model re-
ceive a 1 on the correSponolng dummy variable, and all

other teachers reczive a 0. Only eleven ﬂodels are entered
as dummy variadbles because the twelfth is redundant in

the sense that it adds nothing to the amount of e\plalned

variation. Moxgover, any set of ele “n models yields the
same result. - =

3 l’ll

4InspectLon of the model means on speonsors'! February
ratings (Table 5, Chapter 2), shows that RiC has the
highest mean, but the model only has one site; there
are other 1nd1v1uua sites with cqually high mcans.
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| .  TABLE 27 S , 3
. / , o o J \ ‘
-/ RCgIESolOH Analv51s- v e
./ Model Differendcs in Explaining Total Variatiom '
_ // in Levels)of Implementatien A
/ -— . e . . :
’ . s _./',/' i
. L - e \“ .
Variable Name ; “ b . SEgVN “bh* T-Test '-di qunlflceqCﬁ
Far West -0.1865 ~ -0.530  -0.038 _ }0.35 .' 133"  >.500
Arizona 0.0128  0.555 0.002 | “0.02 153 ¢ 3.500
Bdnk St. -0.4535 0,547 | ~0.088 | ~0.83 153 .409
Oregon o 5971 0.630  ©£.091 0.95 153" . 345
Kansas o 0128 . 0,676. ° .0.002 0.02 - 153+ ->:500
‘ . , o . - g,
High Scope -0.2244 0.559 ~0.042 7 -0.40 153 ->.500
Florida 0.0855  0.630 0.013.. '0.14 153 " >,500
EDC 0.0128  0.690 "~ - 0.0062 . _ 0.02 153 . '».500
Pittsburgn -C.1342 0.916 ~0.012 -0.15 . 153 >. 500
' REC ,2.42%4 0 01869 04240, 2,79%* - 153 006
NYU . . 0.€128 - 0.746 0002 °  0.02 . ~153 " #.500
Regression . ' 5,102 -0 S [ ;‘A.‘ " L
Constant ' - ; - 'R . . . y
.kz = Q:OSi F =123 with 11 and 153 degrees of
R T ' _ freedom (P = 775) CowL
R =| 0‘2851 ’ ' ) 1\ o
s j ‘1 .
SD g = 1.724 : L
Notes:-1b = beta ccefficient B _,
" b*= standardized cocff*caent .
SEb = standard ‘crror of the COfolCant . .
. T U R= fiultiple correlation L a AP S *\
. ~ R2= multiple correlation squared. T _ :
SD = standard deviation of recsiduals - - S N e
Ics . ' . o - :
" . ' % :’
i . .
- . . 1 ‘
‘ 4 ) . y ’ M
’ . ‘ ‘l -
' 1 ‘ oy
s . i i . 'n ,'
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.Variation Among Sitews: : l

"It is apparent, then, that the variation in lovels

of implementation lies among sites and amonag teachers

A .
withirn sites. We are interested, first, in differcnces

among sites, with sites considered hoth-as indepeadent
and as dependent variables. At one - level of analvsis,

we can use site differences as independent variables to

explain the total variation in sponsors' ratings., At
anotier level, we can use sites as dependent variables

and try to explain the differcnces among thom.

In order to deal only with variation amona sltes,
as opposed to variation in the total system, we will
consider variables on the "site level". Some variables, .

such as those from the site assessment, are already at

the site level because there is only one observdtic:

per site. For other variables, including the sponsors'
\
ratings of teachers, however, the original data has -

one observation per class {and consequentlv, there is

.

variatibn*within sites). For these variables, including,

the dependent measure, we will use site means in estimat-.

7 .
' . ’ ! ¢

.

«::3’

ing site effects.

¥ . . ’
Because 1t 1s 1impossible to enter all possible

variables in a regression equation, we sclected interesting
. o } * V. a .
variables from amony those which correlate_most'hiéyly

with the site mecan of the sponsors’ ratings of the téeachers'

i

performances. Table 28 shows the highest correlations,

.

3
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SI#4a
SIif#da
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TQ#9
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TQ#42
TO#38 "
20410
TQ#40
TQ#36"°

SIH3.
SI#3.
SI#3.
S1#3.
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CR#15
CR#4

SI#3.1
- .5143.3
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CR46-

~SI#3.h

TQ#24
CR#7
Si#3hi

CSI#3ik
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TABLE 28

o

Site Level Correlations with Sponsor Ratings of Teachers

»
4 :
Training: . ¢ r
Number days in-service traihing for aides .58
Numbar days in-gservice trsihing for, teachers- .51
Number days pre-service tradning for aides .43
Number days pre-service traij%nq for teachers S .44
Whether teacher requested. help - ‘ : .38
Number hours in-service training for aides . .37
. Whether teacher had. grOUD_ﬁlSCHQBlOD in in-service .35
Number hours in- servace training for teachers .34
Whether teacher had grouo discussion in pre-service .29
Whether sponsor gave: some pre-service : .29
Staff Input:
®
Helpfulness of aide's training -.54
Teacher's vears in Head Start -.48
Teacher's race : .45
Alde's satisfaction with egquipment -, 44
Teacher had K-2 practice teachlng -.37
Teacher's age . _ , ~-. 34
- Context: ) &
Intra-staff friction- - -.80
Rapport between administcation and staff . .74
- Ratpport between staff and children’ . .62
Rapport between sponsor staff and local staff . .46
Adequacy of phvsical plant indoors : .40
Rapport between adminstrator and staff .40
Intra-staff friction. . =.39
Availability. of sponsor auldance : S .39
.Support of PAC for the model ' -.39

Wnether site housed aAJ admlulotejad by pub{i;///" 537

_SLhOOl o

}

Puctuality of teachers : . T 36
SupportQf lo~al Head Start qursonnc] for. the model ‘36»
T“achqr aatlaid‘tlén with. woirking. LODdlLiOﬂS-LV'” -.337
Rggula~ attendance of children e 'Q_ J32

Support. ‘o7 community. for thir modél. o
Adequacy of- bw,blcal plant oudeOLS e ' .31
Whether site houged by Ca : : -.30

13
o
J
(J
0y
=
©
e}
J
sl
i
!
[e]
3
o]
I
O
=

woi-romome corrclations
™

P
4

V’) .
.32

« ¢
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@hich are divided into three groups corresponding to the

"~

three domains in Chapter 3 (with the excgption that sponsor

inpuz will be defined more broadly as training). 1In
order to explore the largest number of variahlces, we
first ran a separate equation for each domain.’ we

wi

then took the variables with the largest coefficignts

from each equation and combined them into one eyuation.

In each case, the regressiong were stepwise.’ Under

this.method the variables ax® enterc” one at a time,

~in order of maximum improvement to the ragression cuua-

tion; the variables wHich'add_most to the multiple

Vel

This process

correlation squared are, entercd first.

; . :

can be stopped when the.l st,vdriable adds less than 12
. ) { o

to the multiple\correlétion,gor when the standard devia-

) : - .

» - - [ ) . » » L] ~ e *
tion of the residuals .s at- a minimum. T%e final equa-
. e ) . '
tion for predicting site-muean levels of implementation

/ ‘ '

shows a striking finding (see Table ). We can éxplain

97.7% of the varia! on awong sites irnf sponsors' ratirge

/

(R2 = 0.977) with ti. - knowledge of'é&xmzvariablesf

> S U
. . - . /
amount of friction within the site, the rapport between

/ L

the

-the administraticn and the staff, apd{the_adeqﬁadv of the

N 7

¢

physical plant inside--all as jdd@ed by the §é9nso::

—r

ay

(The ratings on the samc dimensions by the OCD consultants

. _ L. L. [ .
SWwhen the numbér of predictor varrables 1s large in
relation to the nunber of observations in the study, the
estimated true validity of the rcgression cuuvaticn is

-very low. The three equations arc :hown in Appendix -

C, Tables 6, 7 and 8.
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‘\ 4 Lccoun g.for Site-to-Site Varlation in .
: lcvels of Ipplermentation
- Q.y/vA ‘. ‘ . . -
CVariahie Namo b SE.. o* T- Pest - 7 df  Signiicahce
SI#3.4° Intra-staff friction -0.527" 0.027 ~0.658,: 18.80 -23 .001
SI#3.n. ~ Rapport bctween admin- >. 4232 0.031 ' 0.466 13.50 23 <.001 ’
“ istration and staff ~ W~
SI:3.k Adecuacy of physical 0.2025 0.025% 6.265 . 8.05 23 <,001
. plant indoors - Co .
. . . ’.
Regressicon Constant ) 4,573 o )
N 1 3 .. ) - ‘I - ml L .
R = 0.977. o - F = 326.96 with 3 m:m 3, Qmwﬁmmm of freedom
R = 0.988 _ © (p < oob .
SD = 0.161 . -
res . i
4 ,’ | P JN . , A
Partial Correlations with Ummonam:d Variable for Variables Not Entgred: ) -
AQ#2b Helpfulness of aide's ﬁHmHSH:n " ~1,278
"SI#4b Number days in-service training “or teachers 0. 1347
SI#3o0 Rapport Uoﬁimog staff msa oswwmﬁm: ©1.021
Note: This 1% a stepwisc regression: variables were allowed to entér in OHQmﬂmOM importance
¢ - . . : . . .
. b: HoomomWMOJ cocfficient . , . L -
b*: standaXdized regression coefficient J
R?: multiple correlation coefficient squared i :
SI: Sponsor HBUHmSm:ﬁmdwos Report . - .
AQ: mem Ocmmﬁwonﬂmwﬁm L. )
: .. M RS
A P —

E
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do not enter). The friction variables has a negative
%

coefficient, which\indicatos that a low level of friction

is associated with a high level of implamentation. The

- ¥

other two variables have posifive cocfficients, which .

indicate that high répporé and good facilities are aésociaﬁed
. \ ‘ . Y

with high implementation. Clearly, thcse variables ‘together

1

.
= present a picture of a pleasant site. Moreover, because

A
. ¢ *  the friction and rapport variables alone exnlain 90.6% of ‘the

varianée, it appears that harmony is the primary,compon?nt

.
»

~of a;"plcasant site".

~

Several explanations of this’ finding are plausible.
It is possible that sponsors arc simply equatina pleasant

sites with high levels of implementation:: site differences.
may reflect only differences in pleasantness, and may be

: . ' . = N
‘unrelated to’actual differences in performance with'the model.

s

This interpretation is supported by the faot.that consultants’

judgments of the same three variables (friction, rapport, and
P . _ o | ‘ kR
adequacy of facilities) are not related*to levels of imple-

mentation. It is possible, however,’that plecasant sSites
- L . . ~ %, rS

-actually do have higher levels, of implementation than do

‘ . . ' \.‘;‘ . \r “ .

unpleasant.sites. This may nfean, on the one hand, that high

lJevels of amplementation occur in sites which have good

.

facilities and good relations among the staff before the intro-,

1]

, duckion of the model; a plec ant site may be a prerequisite

for implementation. On the other hand) it may be that the
. \
" model creates the plecasant environment:

the staff in a site

. .
0 !
.
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may bé so enthused b§ the model, that they work well

together in order.to implement it.  Althouch the available

data do not aiiow ué'to resolve the diffecrences in intcerpre-

tation about this relationship, the ‘importance of this |

.finding should be gelognized.
— /

i Variation Within Sites:

\l - :
.

*

. ' Exp]alnlng almost all of the site-to-site variation
s [}

and knOW1ng there is ralmost no modél-to-m dc] varlatlon )

. ' leaves”us only-with classroom within site varlatlon to.

-

léxplain._ To deal with withép—site variation, we will o

. Uuse a class Yeval ana}}sis. At this level, however, we -

4 P Che ~

are deallng wlth all tﬁé var¥ation in the svstem, includ.ng

)
1 ) .

L ’ 6Three other variables--the aide's judgment of the help-

) fulness of training, .the sponsor's report of the number

of days of'in—Se;viCO training given to the teachers, and
the sponsor's judgment of the rapport between the. Planned
Varlatlon staff and the children--were in the analysis but
did not ender the equation because the large partlal cor—

. “relations mean that the correlathn matrix is not Dosltlve—
definite. — ~
k4
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site-to-site variation as well as wi;hin—site. One

strategy for removing site effects in order to‘deélvonly

-—

with variation within“sites would be to enter all sites

as dummy variables, as, we did with models, . This, however,

would use 'up a largce number of <2grees of freédom

(number of sites - 1) .and the subscquent estimates would

be less precisc than if fewer degrees of freedom had bLeen

. . ~

used. An alternative strategy; and the one which we

followed, is to use the three variables which explain

98% of the variation betwecn sites (staff friction, staff -

rapport,

~ end adequacy of the physical plant) as proxies .

for sites. Table‘30_shows that these>variables account

with the site
: : A

‘of the small numbe™ of even

AN

dQVQ7ﬁpjng within-site eqguations as we di

leve: Howevoer, beca V2

IS

71+ scoald  be noled “ . at in explaining 29.8% of\ total

for which therc ‘re sponsor ratings, whi

4
§

O

R AN
h™ 1s more data™
ctandard des

for 29.9° i .the tbt@l variation 1in levels of implementa-
. 5 2 A . . :
tion. . we force thh@ in an equation first, we . emove
- i
the =i: .-tp-site variation and are essentially left with
\\\\' ) . . 2
within :ite variation. © . ' -
n n- N . X
. \\ .
T~ highest class—level\qprrelations between levels
o o \; ' ' ' s
ol iwplimentation and a range of\fndependpht variab.ies
. ) . ~ . N -
in the ih:ce demailins are shown in Table 31. Thesce corrcla-
o \\ !
L - o,
ticus 1« dbviously lower than the correlations at the
. . o e “-\ ’
-site l.ovel. We followed:generally the same pr-cedure in

o

19
=

variar vith sitc_yarhxbles, we have excceded thy amcunt
expectel o the basis of the amount 6f .variance dud\to sitcs
in th¢ wnaly s of variance for February sponsor ratings
(22%) . 7This is probably the result of different data
‘based: the reyrossions are based on datz from all zlasscs

L 4
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TABLE 31

Class Level Correlations With
SponsqQr Ratings of Tcachers

Sponsor Input:

TQ#9 Number types of in-service training given by -.

locqh Head Start office -
TQ#11 ~ Whether teachcr requested help .
TQ#6 ' Whether ‘local Head Start office gave some pre- -
- 'service training Yy
TQ#9 Whether tcacher had group discussions in in-
' service trailning

o Tt : . . .
TOS Number days pre-service training recedved
TQ#6 Whether sponsor gave some pre-service training
. Staff Input: ' _ -
. TO#42 1~acther's years experience in Head Sfart t -

TQ#36 Te .cher's age -

[y

TQ#38 Teacher's face
PN
" Context: -
TQ#39  Degree of parent involvement -
TQ#24 Teacher's satisfaction with working condition%/// -

/

¥ o &
Note: These are ruarson product-moment..correlations. They:
include all scores, not just relations within sitei.
' : Y )

22

.18
.17

.17

.15
.15

.26
.22
.21

.15
.13
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moderate correlationsyl we only used twe equations to begin

/ - .
réther than three: one equation with training variables,
and the other with both st&%f‘ipput and context variables.,
'Tablés_9 and 10 in Apﬁendjx C 'show these equﬁtions;
It is appafent that we cannot explain much.of the within-
site variation in spdnsor ratinags with either of these
equafions. Knowledge of training variables adds 8.1

)
to the efplained variance above site differences, and

knowledge of three staff input and context variables
accounts for 1.4% of the variance after site—td—site
l‘ differences have been removed. .

It is also apparent that the adequacy of fadilities

A

FLd

variable is not adding significantly to the equation.

Since the goal of a regression analysis is to explain

ost variation with the fewest variables, this vari-

as dropped from” the analysis. 1In the site level

equatioﬁs, removal of this variable reduc~s the percentage

of explained variance from 97.7% to 91.3%, but inlthe

‘class-leQel equazions, it ouly reddces the percentage of -

total explained varfgncé.froﬁ 29.8% to'29.63. Thus the

two remaining variablés; staff friction and staff rappprt%f

can still be -considered as proxies for bétweén—éiﬁe.gffects.
. : The final cquation was forﬁea.by fifst entcring the
two site proxy variébles, and then allowiné tpe best.

. ~
predictors from the previous equations to enter in order

_e

" of importance. Table 232, which contains the results of

- this regression analysis, shows that cven with the stroncest
. Y .

Q r\z . variables combincd, we can explain on'ly 39% of tho total

e
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vacviation in sponsors' ratings of levels of implementation.
)

More importantly, we can only explail 9.4% of the variance

® .
with within-site variables, after site effects have bLee
. v R

removed. The five varidiables which contribute to the

[a}
\9 . &)

do hdve significant coefficients, however, and deserve to

be considered individually. B31ll five variables come. :

from the Teacher Questionnaire; four relate to pre-.
. \ ) . \
service and in-service training -7 ... is a teacher \

craracteristic.
We will cor:-id'.- .Lite teacher characteristic, ruamber
— . .

-

of years in Hlead Start, first, even though it is the IERE
last variable to enter, because it'is the easiest to

interpret. The coefficient for this variable 13 negative

' . . )

indicating that a teacher with more experience teachinge-
- 4

in Head Start tends to implement the modegl to ‘a lessere‘ /

'eitent than «a tedeher=with fewer years of exéefiehce.

It may be that a welLQeetablished teacher. ha's ¢ comfortable N
pattefn of_iﬁstruction,whrth\she’does'not want to give up
in ord: - to felly implement a'‘mcdel., - o o o E
./ lhe relationships of training variables to spogsofg.
rafings of impleéeetation are'mere'éifficult to deal with
because i1t is noL clear whether the within- 51te varlatloe
on %hese measures. results from real dlfferences in eApewl— ' ,a
ence or whether they Lef1ect differences in mcmor) or:
perception of the same experlence. If we assume reag -

~

differences, we can conclude flom the two Varlanles w1th

positive coefficicnts tiiat the teac1els who recelved some

- ’ . ’ \’v
(. . '

\.
4
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pre-service training from sponsors, and-who participated
. J [4 , D ’ .

in group discussions duging in-service training have

higher levels of implementation. ,Tbese.findihgévseem
reasonable.. It is .ngical--and in a sense, readuring--

that ‘'sponsor trainihg has some impact on levels of imple-

mentation. Perhaps, the second vaciable is important

because teachers need to 'talk things over in order Lo

gain mastery of the model. -From the two training
variables with negative coefficients (still assuming

-

real differences “¥n experience), our conclusions araz'

lesé‘clear. The regressiOn analysgs indicates that'teﬁch—

ers who nécelve tralnidh uoth in-service and pre serv1co

from the local Head Start office tend Lo h ave lowor-

levels of implémentation”théﬁfteachers who did'not re-

ceive training from this source. It may be thut local

trainin3 interferes WJLh implementation in some way,

Y
4

either by directly contraﬂictlngaﬂ?e modc] or by adding

\
inputs which overload .and confuse the tcachers. If the

.second inter pretatlen of w1th1n Slte variation is correct,

I'd

that the Vériation comes from differen1 perceptions rather

than different expériences, the conclubions are s]igh 1lv

~difierent. We might speculate that the Leachcr who

imp ments the model well is_oné’to whom. s onﬁor training :
B ) % .

. ;

is impoxtéQt.' As a result, she emoha51zes it mone in -

. bR . -
'her‘rGCZZl‘\}\yhft nao,eneﬂ than do other teadhers. , <

be the one‘who has

Conversely, a teagher who does not implement the model Ray

\ | T
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>/ b remembers it more. The/causal sequenc1ng of theg% ‘
- ﬁelatlonshlps is not/é{;ar. ReG rdless of 1nterpretati n,
. ‘ ' v % s .
IV ) hdweve;, -the flndmng that . t alnlng from the loce} Head:
.7'_ ) ) p J - /
, E: N ”E‘Ftart offlce 1s/hegat1velj\{blated to 1mplementd%10n is
. ' 'y
i _ S, /
4 v - ,/ . ) . - ’ .
- importart.. _ B . -, : . ;
-\ Y T A s Tl
4 ' . . SUMMARY /- [ E L Y L L
. . // P P - ‘ . L !
oL o < Us{;g regression. anaiyses to exnlore the relation betwgen
. . i ' : ; )
a measure« of the extent of model implemenbationiand a.varibty<'
B / o " . ‘
! ’ "~ . - of 1ndependent varlables, we %ﬁve made a numbcr of flﬂdlﬂg%.‘f
- R \2\ ' 1. We can explain only 39‘:L of tho &arlatlon in. levols
| / of 1mplementatlon.w1th the data ay@llab;eftO'us
in this study. . :?i . o ' *“-: j"n S
2. Model-to-mode. differences eXplain an insignifidahtV
{ . _ Voo ' e S Y
¢s ' o o amount of the_.yaAriation:’ : X S
. : //\ S 3. The within—site"Qé 1at£%n is- thé lar@ést part ¢f the
.‘ R ) _ - . D
’//Séjhfs : . total varlance, but we cannot“expla’n it well.l aLter
. 7 * ] . COﬂerlllHO for s1te -to~ sxte dwfferencesv 1bss th;n °.
» ' ‘ ~ : hd - ~N v
: N 106 of addltronal varlance can be accounttd for. The ’
N i Al . f' ! ) \
J five varjpbles "ulCh contrlbute to- thls 10% are” in
{ . . . - I > . [
.~ order of 1mportance, the{numoer of types. of in- se1v1te
. _ h?alntpg qiven by the locer Huad %tart offlce, mheth :
B ‘l » . ‘I ‘g“ /‘\
= . there wele .group d1QQUS ions curln& 1n serv1ce tralnvna
/ whether the sponsor gave sgome pre-scrvice tralnlng‘ >
v . . ) -
¢ - . ) / whether the local Head Start offlce'qave‘some pre- -
> » _serv1ce tralulnq, and. tht tedcher S+ ycars of "¢x pe%iémce
| .- S 14 S
o ‘ . “1n Head Start -ALl of these var;@bles @d@e from theWgI
1‘ { ' . ' M ‘h -. o 2 _~ h' .. "".. ‘ . \‘\
E Tkj o . Teasher Questionnaire and\téérefore, have within-sitg |
4 . N : o - . R o " . \

ol * . .~
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Chaptér 5

'CLASSROOM OBSERVATION k R

This chapter reports'how macél classrooms differ'from .

. e .
0

.one ano*her in practlce on several measures of adult and ,-

»

child bepavior. The first section describeséthefclaséroom |
- O oL ' ' °
observation instrument}, the fifty-one -dependent variables
< : i * ' l. ! :
derived ffom it, and the statistical analqsis performed on

these var*ables. The second section relates.the resulto of
the ana1351s on twehty-two vari le’r-those variables whlch
neened to reflect genulne dlfferences)emong models. _Jo the
thlrd sectlon, we attempt tc summarize eacn modeL-ln terms

of 1ts\scoros on varlables which shoulé rerresent 1moo*tanty

“aspects of moder theory, and in terms of the.vbrlables on

2

" which each model i's significantly different from other mooels.

- -

Thus, we,report the‘data;in two ways: fiirst, ir a straight-
forward-manner by variable, and second, in an intérpretive.
manner. by model.

A lcomplete list of the fifty-one variables is included

r

in Appendix F , and tables of means and standard deviatiogé"

for 411 eleven models on all the variables age in Appendix e

*

G. Although detailed desctiptions of model theories are

. .

not included in this chapter, the reader can refer to "Desigﬁ,

Data Collcctlon Act1v1t1eq, and the Currlcu4ﬁm Approacth

) -

for more informaticn-about each opongor.

SR L LN

s .
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‘tion (1) firmly (F). _Thus, the code sentenqe would be

P
.
-

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
The Classroom Observation Ins;rhment~i§ Q standardized ’

.o »

1nstrument de51gned by SRI to assess Chlld and adul“ behavxor,

and 1nteractlons, typés of activity, general-atmosphere, and . <

,'-. "

pﬁys;cal equipment 1nka classroom. Unfortupately, the ‘."} 2. .
varlahles used’ ;n-thls analiels_are.derlyed from only two of . .
the six parts of the 'iﬁsﬁr'um.ent- 1 ?Tﬂhesextwo; parts, the * .
élaesroom Cheék Ligf'énd the fiye;ﬁinute‘observationéhider,\'-
Scrfbé typés of activity and-ihteractions.' On the Classroom VL
: 1

Check Llst the observer codeb all 1nd1v1duals and thell‘

A

activity for one minute intervals fo@r(times an hour. The a

”’ s

-

. Lt . Lo o I T :
. five-minute observatlons consist of codlnq.the interactions @

P ’
Y C o > '

of a selected- grOup oF chlldren and adultslln a specxflt

. >

activity. -’ The codlng s 1& a sentence format w1+h foar conm-

3

-ponenES-whq-—to wﬁem——does what——and hcw(lt is done. For -

example, a‘teacher (T) to oneé Chlld (C) ‘asks a_dlreqt ques™

Y

R . r - . ™ . \_ . .
T~C-1-F. Or,*a small group of children’ (8) among themselves

%gﬁ‘play (5) hapﬁily (H);ises—S—H. Ah, ohe server is expected
N - . ' .
to complete Up to sixty frames (one frame includes one "code

L] . ~ O . g

sentence"”) per five-minute observation or one frame every.

five seconds. - g N : ' \

‘-1’ A . . ’ N

. Vo v . ! ' '

Q" °

1. Bhe full instrument and 1nstructlons for 1ts use are de- , .
scribed in SRI, Implenmentation of Planned Var*atlon in »
Head Start (7«r 1070\ Aspendis B. o, e : ’

r

3
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‘vemn Wl

' Observers wére traineg.by Séi and assigned to. visit.
each Plannea artation site once in the fall of 1970 and
once 1n the sprang of 1971. -Each observer spen rtwo morn-‘.
:1ngs in bp to. four Planned‘Vablatlons classrooms and up to

\

e four'gomparlson or non—PV'classrooms Whlle the same - , ’-

’

e person observed both PV and qon PV. classrooms at.a s1te, in

about half of the 51tes, a dlfferént oersOn observeo in the

fa1l and spring. PV classrooms were selétted for bbs ervatlon
- )

on the bas1s of the teachers years of exper;ence y;th the -

‘model" In otherewordsf SRI chose thosd classrooms which. were

“ .

- 'ﬁble llkely to be well 1molemented ' based on the hvpothesis

" .that” teach rs w1th more experlcnce in’ thcrﬁodel are bet .

1

- 0

L able to 1mplemenu~the spegificaticns of the model. Cémparlm

<, o . ;-

_son classrooms were Selet¢ted on tha basis Of the likélihood

in ordér to increase the probablllty of a’ largc sample lnla

D) /'
\ .o . - v . -

foLlow up et‘u&y . ,,f ‘ _ _” - - BAS

L]
P ‘

alys1s thus 1ne;udes a tairly large amount of data

“ "- b

comparlsonbclassrooms Although the oata do not

Our

o PV dnd

‘covcr all of the- aspects of clas room behavtor that we might
t

-

3,\/' * want to examlne, they do prov1de information about various

/ ’ ’ R ot '
. . . .

kinds of activities and how childten. and adults relate to one

v 2 . N 1
\ D '}/&& .

another. . ‘ {
‘\L‘." . N ~ . _.7

'1 that‘the childreh would later. beﬁin Follow—Through blassrooms;



v

group‘activity (For further examples, the reader. can reier

2 A list of all fifty-one variables is’included in.Appendix F?

. -
- . ' ' -

%' -200-- : . ~ .

VARIABLES | . ) I R

f ‘ :
. ‘N
. A'\ . ' - ‘

The fifty—one dependént uariables 2 on which our analysis

is based are only a rraction of the entire group of variables
‘o h

-that could be extracted from the classroom observation data.

5

'These fifty-one variables werne desrgned to represent import~»

ant aspects of Planned/Yar’atmons models “Each variable

,should theoretically, reflect differences among models if

the models are implemented accordlng to the‘sponsors _spe—

Cie s . ' ' 5.
.c1fications.‘ However, many of the Varlables are relevant

toﬁbre £han one model: for example, six SPONsors, empha512e

"independent child activity" and no‘sponsor stresses "larce

T to’ the tables of theoretically important variables for- each. \

@ ~—

model in the Model Spmmaries section). Thus, since several‘

of the models have more similarities than differences in".

their~theories, one cannot expect. that each variable should

differentiate every model. One can expect however, that

most of the variables should show differences among gome - .

©

models. - - - R A - . ’ _. R 'Y
There are two further qualifications;to-the.statement

that the variables represen+ aspects of model theories First,'

: noné of* the variables is relevant to two:models~ University of

\

Floridapstresses training parents to teach in the home rather

. -t
.
[N

e -

[
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T -

|
|
|
|
t
i
|
- which specify partlcuK;r types of act1v1ty and 1ntéractlons.'§
|
i
|

activity. In contrast, we can design variables which repre-

-201-

)7
than teaching children -in the class¥oom! Enablers have no
prescribed theory, but rather "enable'™ Head Start teache{s

to,implemenf'an educatiopaa program based on-thé needs and ‘7

N
desires of the pgrents and community.
Second, because the varidbles are derived from' the
. ' ) r’

Classroom Check List and'fiVé-minute obsefvations,‘botb of

Wthh report readlly observable behav1or and .require rapld

k3

codlng, the variables: are more relevant to those models

]

*
4

JIn other words, we cannot constr&ct variables from the Class-
- N (X L)

room Check List or five- mlnute observatlons which méasure

)]
whether a teacher .is responsive to chlldren 's needs, or

1

whether a chilg is alert and interested in the classrqom

sent "academic activity," "childreéen asking questions," ."in-

. \ . . 1 . N .
_ Atperdent play." Thus, if a model specifies a certain amount

-

of acaﬁemic_éctivity or emphasizes independént qhild activity.,

. ~ . f\_ T .
., we have data onﬁﬁhicb to determipe whether, in fagt, these

type; of activity afe_gcchrrihg in their classroons:. Hervei,
if a model specifies no particular type of é&?ivity or curri-
culum, but ratner that adults‘should’aiﬁ to provide a se£ting
in-WHéch children are encou:éged to méke-their qwn diécoverigs,
‘'we do not have‘aata_éﬁ wﬁichvto.judgelWhether this setting is
actually.present.k Therefofel the analysisépf these_data can-
not be used t6 anshér questions such as, "Which modei is most
sﬁccessfui in i@plementing its theor??k_ This anaiysis qées

.



. variables.

’ . ’ . . .
answer stch questions as, "Which model has more academic

activity in its ¢lassrooms?"

A % :
[ ) . <

STRATEGY FOR FINDING MODEL DIFFERENCES

.
-

In order to find "model effects or, significant dif-

ferences among models on our varlables, we frrst examlned

-

’
means and standard dev1atlons by modeiJ and by slte4.

I«
Then we ran an exact least squares analysis> . whlch lnclqded

-

all the data and prov1déd F- tests for modeI effects, site-

4

w1thin model e fects, PV/non PV effects, PV/non-PV bj model

\
interactions, and PV/non-PV by slte interactions for,all .

. '
L o
-~

i .
Py

briginally, we'plannéd to usa2 PV/non-PV éffects as a

criterion for substantial‘model effects, under the assump—

tion that if“non—PV classroom scores wetre like PV class-

-
’

. 'V . . .
. room scores on some measure, then the EV scores did.not

v

indichte model influencé. However, seyeral factors persuaded
us to changu that strategy First, the same person observed |

both PV and non-PV classrooms at. a slte, and if that observer

- . ¢

in models with PV'classrooms} fall and spring;
9 models with non-PV classrcoms: fall end spring.
+ Vool :
4.29 sites with PV classrodms: fall
26 sites with PV classrooms: spring

20 sites with. non-PV classrooms: .fall )
18 sitds with non-PV classroemns: spring

Developed by Jeremy D. Finn of State University of New York
* at Buffalo.: : N :

H
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>

coded_differently'enough'from other observers, then the lach'
of difference between PV and non-PV classrooms could be a

' . ) 0 . J
measure of observer effects. Second,) ve found that some PV

classrooms were in the same buiiding with non-pPV classrobms,
'

and"that PV teachers exchanged equ1pment and 1nstructlons~
‘with non-pv Qeachers Thus, insignificant dlfferences be—

4 b))
tween PV and non- PV classrooms could 1nd1cate a hlgh level \

)

of interaction among PV and non-PV teachers Third, ‘two of

e

the eleven models had no comparlson dlassroons to be observed..

Therefore, we dec1ded to 1gnore non-PV scores and é% run all
AN

further analyses with PV classroom data onlj ,

U51ng PV classrooms only, then, we 1an another least-
. . o ' P ' - .
squares analysis which provided F-tests for ‘mcdel effects

@

and for'sitejwithin—model effects. This analysis also gave

us t-values £or each model -and for sites—within—models on
N

“all variahles We recognize the problem of-mdltlple compar—

isons in this anaiysls and intend to use thesé t- values merely

as informal indicators of significance. Thus, with degrees

[y

~of freedom close to 100, dn effect in this chapter sis signi-

’

- ficant at the .Ol.ieyei if, its t-value exceeds 2.6 and sig-

nificant at-the .001 level if its t-value exceeds 3.4

L . ; - J \\'1 . \
We ‘also ran cQrrelations with only the PV data oh all

o

.

. / , ) )
variables fall to fall, sg;iﬁg;to spring, and fall to spring.

We used the fall o fal&fand spring'to spring correlations
s ' .

. . . / o~ .
to test hypotheses about relationship among variables, i.e:,

~N



T .- <204~ ' I

F‘f . L)
N ' .

if certain kinds of adult behavior correlated highly with

. certain kinds of ehiie behavior. We used thg fallfto spring X -
. ' _ ¢
- ( correlations to‘determine whether,scores on a variable in .
v ‘ . 3 - -

the fall correlated w1th sCores on that same varjable in

-

the-sprlng. Because these fall to . sprlng c01relatlons were

. Y / ‘ *
’ : . low on over a third of the varlables, and because we-found '
- _ from the t- values that model effects often changed ftom
"
-~ ) fall to sprlng, we .ran another exatt least—squares analysisd

? ' -
1

on dlfference scores {spring score ninus fall score, to'get‘

»  t- values for)model change effé@ts. We looked, tooﬁ'at F-
\tests,for changes: over all models from fall to spging en eachi
of the variables. This analysis was helpful in, indigating

whether change over.all models on a variable was sidPificant,_

7.

and in showing: which models changed significantly more than
-~ . ’ A ) )

.

others . - . ' ‘ s
With these analysgs, we examined each”variable for sig-
nificant model effects which could be interpreted as .actual

differences among ﬁodels. RoughlstpeaKing, an effect fqry

a model was "convincing" if its {-value was gignificant at:

the .01 level and if site effects,appearedxless important
than the model effect. Ih other words, if it was clear that

; : . . '
only one site in a model with two or three sites scored higher

than.the grand mean on & variable and the other site(sy.scored -

) o e m . ‘ ’
well below the grand mean*,lt could hardly be said that that
"model" was siéhificantIy High.qfﬁoﬁevef,;since we "have five

A ﬁedels with three sites, four moddls with twc sites, ‘and two

I - ]
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’.

‘médels with only oneﬂsfte} the "site effect importance"

C e . . i . . s
criterton could not be applied rigidly. »Throughout this
» : h .

.
d .. R | . . . .

V’,

chapter,mwe feeort site effects where they appeared impor-.
tant. B \ _ .

We 1nterp eted large fa1l to spring dlffererces when
an. explanation seemed plausible and otherwise attributed
° » - I .

the change to observer effects and to natural day-to-day
. o L . . . . . A I ’
change 1n 3 Fead Start center. ¢

‘Thus, we used all of our ‘data tOgecher to explore for

L
:patterns of model effects. The F- tests for mocel effects

were s1gn1f1cant at the .001 level on almcst all of our

i

%%rlables, but because site effects were also significant
~9 ' ‘“. .

and becaust there were fail to spring differences, we coulﬂ

not assunme the ex;scence of actuak dl‘ferences 1n\pract1ce

among models from the significance of the F- tests « If fall-

’

to- sprlng changes on a vaflable were s1c.1f1cant, and if

site yariation was substant;al; then we assumed the variable
~. o

\
to be of little valué in flndlng dlfferences in practice

.

among mogéls Algibugh 1t is poss1blF to 1nterpret site

effects and poss1Ble to 1nterpret fali to spring change, 1t

L

1s not possible to find conv1nc1ng model effects mhen both
site effects and fall~- to*sprlng change occur toqether on the

same.varlable. The fqllow1ng hypothetfcal bles 1f1ustrate
. . . < . ’

(1) fall to spring change\without site effects (which is in-

terpretabie); (2) site effects without fall to spring change

.

e
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o - | o -3
| A ‘.. (which ig &lso interpretable); and (3) site effects with
O\.: . “ ’ - = - D .
2 L - ﬁall to spring change (which, regrattably, is uninterpretable).
A ¢ o ~;_We do not intend these hypothetlcal ‘tables to reorcaent actual
'varlzbles i our analysis, but to serve as "caricatures" of
.. the‘prpblems involved in flndlng eonv;nc;ng model effects.
. Ao L . .
.HYPOfHETICAL-TABLES L o
’ T\ \ ."/ "’ : .. \\\ - ‘
.Situation 1: Fall to Sprlng’change w1th6ut 1mportant °1te ’
’ ‘ effects
. - !
) ‘ : Fall _ | : Spring '
Model 1 Site A = 2 Site A =5
e : Site B = 3 . Site B = 4
. C Site € = 4 .. Site C = 6
: ' _ T ‘ —i
/. . . . o .
' - " Model 1 Mean = 3 : . Model‘l\Meén =5
, Model 2 Site E = 6 . v+ site B = ¥
_ , Site F = 3 N . Site F = 2 X
<L : " Sige 6_=6_ Site G_= 4
- Model 2 Mean = 5 “Model 2 Mean = 3
: Model 3 Slte H = 4' . Site'H = 6
Lo . Site I = 5 .. > Site I = 7 -
Sitel J = 3 : Site J = 5
. ¢ R - . : 7
Model 3 Meﬁn =4 Model 3 Mean = 6
. - .
_in Situatibﬁ'l, we see ‘that model 2 is high in thé fall,
and that model 1 1s low. In ﬁhe spring, ‘however, model*3 is
' | hlgh and moael 2 1s low. Although the 3ipes,did'hot change
L Y S “ ' 3
: I' \ ~at the same rate (fOl example, in model 2, site E decreased ™
e e 3 p01nts, site F l p01nt, and site G 2 pognts), all of the

5
. . .

-~ . .

R Lt

g
. .
. v
. .
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— . \

! sites in one model either increased or decrea. - from fall to
. L) . * :
'spring. Thus, if this variablie were "childrenvhaving tan-.

| , . trums,"” we could séy that Models -1 and 3 showéd an increase

\ . . ) Lo,
\1n tantrum behavior anc that model 2 showed. a/decrease This

yarlable mlght correyate highly with other variables, such

as "adult negat1ve/behav1or, or-it might not be cqrrelated54

with any-other vatiable. 1In any case, we can draw some.

conclusions about differences among mogéls.

' ] . . . o -

" Situation II: Important Site effects w1thouﬂ'fall to 'spring

‘change .
. e " Fall : .+ Sspring
. Model 1 Site A = 3 N -~ Site A = 2 \
Site B = 2, - \ Site B = 3 '
\ Site C_= 1 Yoo dite C_= 1 - (
I ‘ \Model 1 Mean = 2 | ‘Model 1 Mean = 2-
Model 2 Site E = 8 Site E = 6 -
' = Site F = 1 Site F = 2
Site G = 3 Site G = 4 '
_Model 2 Mean = 4 Model 2 Medn = 4- 2
Model 3 Site H = 3 Site ¥ = 3
) Site I = 9 Site I = 8 -
Site J = 3 Slfe J = 4
Model 3 Mean Model 3 Nean =5 '

Il
" G;

Situation II shows model 3 conéistently hiah and model
- ‘ 1 gon51stently low, with model’ 2 slightly above the grand
meail- .However, site E in model 2 and 51te I in model 3 are

the only sites substantially above the grand mean. Thus, 1f

. l \ ’ ! ’ .




£

' thisevariable were "children,.asking queétioﬁg,".we.can.say,
"© _that children ask fewer questibns in model 1 than igrm@dels

. ° ’. . " . ’ ‘. . .4 -
I : ' 2 and 3, but that the higher scores in models 2 and 3 are mainly

< due to high scores in sites E and I. _Although conclusions about

-model d{ffe;ances‘must,be weak with such large site to site

. _ variation, at legst the consistency of the scores indicates
2 . 3 .

that theﬁe miéht be genuine difference& on this variable amoqg

[N , e

.J Y sites, if not among models. i . )
.~ . .- : . )
: - o J

Situation III: Important site effects with fali to sprihg chadéég.

hY

R S [ N PFall ) ' , Spring -
- ' o . o
Model 1+ Site A = 6 T Site A = 1 -
T . R Site-B = 2 f } © 'Site B = 10
P S Site C = 1 7| Site ¢ = 4 .
. T \
Model 1 Mean = 3 « Model 1 Mean = 5
Model 2 Site B = 8 - L Site 'E = ‘2
Site F = 1 Site ' = 6
Site G = 3 ’ " Site G = 3
’ = - s ‘
’ Model 21Mean = 4. . Model 2 M:an = 3 ‘
A -Model 3 "Site H = 3 Site Hf =- 2 >
T site I = 9 Site I = 3
R (\\B Site J = 3 Site § = 7.
L N . - — . - —
: Mo e} 3 Mean = 5 ~/) ‘Meodel 3 Mean = "4
. 8 ‘ . : A ' ’ \n-\‘\\ W
& x , Situation ITI illustrates the' impossibility of findiny’ )
. , s ~
conv'pbing model affects. when both site effects and-fal%;to e
o change occur togcther on a variable. No site or model -
. R ~ X P . -
1 t. : is. cgnsistently highor"than others. Although no variable in
'i'- ~_ Our actual i;ﬁlysis looked quite ag helter-skelter as situation 111,
&) ' ’
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A
-

. . K . ”~
- . .this example certalnly shows ‘that we can draw no, concluslons aBout

. " ! .;"
. z - dlfferences among modils when site effects and fall to sgrlng(, M
2 , . -
’ "‘ - change ‘are significant on the same variable. , a .
* - M ’ . ' ' . ‘

~ N h .

.

- ,Iﬁ the following section we discuss only those varlables

‘thch 1nd1cate convlnclng mode 1 effects We do npt discuss B

-

variables one ehrough seven for two reasons. First, they

1)

-

- represent the type of activity that observers-selpcted for

their Jive¥miﬁute observations, and thus only indirectly

suggest'the f.requency of occurrence of these activities in

. 'the classroom. Second, only one of these.sevenlreflects actual p
' , ' ' - $>v

' » differences among models,?and since that one is’ academlc

. -
1

/// activities" and we have: flve other vallables to desc*zbe academlc

~ ~act1v1ty, we deciced t¢ 41 sregard the flrst seven as a group.

AN -
- . Also, we do not discuss the few varlables whloh showed

insignlflcantlF—bests for model effects Neither do we discuss
‘;) some varlables whloh are combinations of other vagnable

e, g., we d1SLegard adult praise and acknowledgment" but rathers

-

. ~deal with "adult praise” and "adult acknowladgment separafely;

e : " Although wve recognize that daiyegarding'variables is a rather

‘> " dangerous procedure, we feel fairly confident that we have

included those variahles #hich show gepulne differences in  / .
\ o K
pracﬁ{Ees among models. ’ g ’ t L i

. - ‘ | PR
. - \ . K
s . .
v : . i »
[ : : . - . P

—

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:



. . . i : PR ° - ,' ’ ' " .
'- 2N - | : =210~
, . Y

i | \DISCUSSTON OF VARIABLES Y .

. - | i .
-\ B
According to odr\stratéﬁy, twenty-two of the total
.- . ' [} )
fifty-one, vatiables indicate substantial differences among
é v . .
models. These twenty-two are divided into three groups - ¢

for purposes bf discussion: academie activity, irdependent

P >

child'activity, and adult/child interactions. Along, with

¢

the discussion of each'wariable is a table showing mean -,

Ia

. ’. T scoreS for eaéh'model.;'At‘tﬁe end of each of the three

" groups’ are summary- tabl“s showing which models are
31gn1}1cantly high~or low on.those measures. In Appendlx G
are tables of means, standard deviations, and sample size

for each wodel qﬁ'all//l ty-one variables.
, . —( . A :
~ .w ) . . N - . - -
. ' e § !
o *\ I. Academic Agtivitv: - B ; SN
. : . / . ’ ' B
Var '9: academic activity (frequency of occurrence).
.8~ adults with children in academic activities
13: aide's ‘*participation in academic activities
43: -+ teachers and volunteers with chifdren in\
. academic activities - /
~42: independent chlldren in academic activities

Acadcmla_adt1v1ty is| defined as Act1v1ty C and Actlv1ty D

) ' (see . variables 3 and 4 in Appendix Ff ' "Academics" do not

. " 4
- ““\\ nclude games and puzzles, but. do inplude numbers, alphabet,

and “"scienge" activities. It is interesting that none of the °
. oo o -

.

above vaéiébles changes sicuificantly over aIl-models from fall

" , to spring. ‘Although variables 9 and 42 show .some significant

L . : : . ' '
. within model changes from fall té spring, this group of vari-
abLestseens to represcn? one of the more stable glements in

, classroom activity. 4# ' ;i .- ' S

- _ >og ~ ' . . . -~
y . Further, sitc effects are les% marked on academic activity

variables than oh??%y'other group. 'Clearly,‘then,_evideﬁce

’ : /‘ .'b ‘ ) ‘)

D




’ . N o /‘ —
i \\/\) !
of significant model effects here reflect actual differ-
| emces in practice among models.
a . . A
" Var 9: -academic activity (frequency of occurrcrnce) &

The table on yariabie 9 shows Bank Street, an%}Kapsas

i ) q,

signfficantly high in the fall and Oregon, - Kansas -and Pitts-
A ‘ : : T A .
burgh high in the spring. The fall Bank Strcet score is _ mis- -

leading'because only t%} Wilmington site is above the grand. -
mean, while the other two ‘Bank Street sites are well below. , :

~ Wilmington is stil% high in the spring, but not high enough ' -

'

‘for Bank Street's scoyre to reach 'significance.
.o » o g

Pittsburgh's high spring score is puzeling: Pittsburgh . |
. | - .

]

one site and we cannot guess whether the fall

<.

et 4
has only
observer- saw more "typical" activity than the svring observer.

N : - :-‘5
We might assume“.givéh that Pittsburgh was new to Planned . ///

’ P N [
A Varia£fon in the~£all of lé?O_and‘that tﬁe model emphasizes f
v acadbmié acti&ity, thatlthe modgl éhows;better,implementatioﬁ fl

in thé spring. S o \J%/' A “ 0f
The Otegoh and Kaﬁsas scores show{strong cvidence of a !
!

-«

great deal of academic activity in their\class}odhs. Site

effects are ugi‘porgant; fall’ to spfing changéé.are within the
limits of normal fluctuation; and both models .stress acédemiﬁ'

[

learning in their classroom theory. - Thus, it is fairly certain
t . [

that children enrolled in Oregon or Kansas Head Start programs

.

will be involved in more acadgmic activity than édildren attend--

ing O,t.pfr Planned Variation programs. T " -

-
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Fi . . S
l Mean Scores by Model on! Classroom Observation
’.. Var. 9. Academic Activity‘(Frequéncy of Occurrence
.t ’ . .
Fall . e« Spring - ;
Far West 0.506 0.425
2 , o .
U.- of Ariz. ~0.484 a 0.717
- . § .
Bank St. . L.o20" . v 0l785 y -
U. of Oregon 0.969 1.194%
U. of Kansas 1.220%* ©1.164%%
- s <
’ ‘Hi/Scope . 0.207° 0.225"-
- . " . ‘ ) ‘ .
U. of Florida 0.468 0.197°~ : | .
) L EDC 0.323 ) 0.458~
B o : : ) R
Pittsburgh 0.807 1.5277"
¢ L. ' .
REC : . 0.757 . 0.749
: . : . ‘_ ) . -
Enablers - 0.3057 0.4127 SR
~3 . — Gnalnd Mean ¥ - 0634_ Q.665 )
- ) . ‘ . . . s
Loce: In the asove taole + indicates significantly high at R
0L level (t value = 2.9/br over); ++ indicates significenily | ¢ \\
hisnh 2t 001 Taual (+ vialue = 3.4 nr nvdr)., - indiczstes * \
-significantly low at .0l“level; -- indicates significantly _
" Tow at .001 level. ' :
) A3
” ]
‘ '." | I:‘\‘ ‘
7 g
{ . .
A}
-»
. 1 ‘
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Var 8: fadults with children in aca@enlic act\i.vities
\\ ‘ . : o \‘ .h
.o , ' Varlable 8 reafflrms Pur earlier statement about Oregon

— LA
-

‘ T . and Kansas ciassroon§.and shows that most of the acade
\ . .

\\ o -activity occurring there includes‘both adults and children.

. . .
The scores on variable 8 for the Oregon and 'Kansas models
: ) N
£ - ‘ .
. . PR . . . 4 .
. are very S1mllar to their scorés on var 9, indicating that
a . Al

calmost no academlc aot1v1ty occurs that iss not dJrected P

or at least observed, by adults. In contrast, Plttsburgh %

o . R
~high spring score on varidble 9 is not repeated on variable 8,

. indicating that a nioh percentage of Plttsburgh‘s academic
\ aCE%yity does not include.both adults and children. We will
. . ‘ - AN -

investigate this hvpothesis later with wvariable 42 (independent"f

'd

L “children in academic activBy). . , o
« A ' O ) : € :
- ) - : d . ’ ‘e
e : Var 13: aide's participation in academic activities ..
. . ‘ o \ : N . ° N - . ~‘. v )

. ' : J . A

ﬂQn~variable 13, we see¢ that the Kansas model remalns

- ’ -~
’ » ' -

_— high, indeed high.enough ko indioéte‘ﬁﬁht aides participatez‘a
oo | ~ o Lo -7
' in more than half of the total academic activity in the

N 2

classrooms (see variable 9). The'Oregon model is only:

slightly higher than the grand mean in thé fall and althongh it

is significantly hiqher than the'grand mean in the sprigg,

‘on;y;one of their sites (k. Las Vegas) is hioh. Tne other site
. STupelo) 5 gquite low on this variable both in rhe fall and

in the spring. Th®s, because of large site effects in the

- . > _ -




o * f s - .
! [} ) ;
' : ‘) 1 ~214- NEAEENY C
. | LI -
.' ’ _'&_’Mean Scores by Model -on ?lassrcom Obsetvation
. ' var. 8.‘ Adul£§ with Children in A;ademiC_Activities;:>
o ‘ i . e O
L ’ ! ) s ’ ' . )
I B " B : .ﬁ: .
‘ I ‘-‘A v Fall Spriﬁg s
’ l“Far'West ' '}'0.209v - 0.228\
U;léf Ariz. ’ 0.349 o [0.471
Béng st. . 0. 430 ‘ 0.402 -
. U. of Oregon ' 0.936% 1.126%+ -
& 'LP-U. of Kéhsas © o l.206%* . L o1.i2ar+ A
. | ‘ "ﬁi/Scope _ v_ O.lij' . ' 0.174”
N U. of Florida o.4f§' : ©0.11777 :
~ EDC ) . 0.242 'fo.301_‘
x R pittsburgh - 0.542 0.649 - -5.
. meC - 0633 | 682 |
‘Enablers ?.20&: T 0.295 ]
Grand Meén . é;476  0.483
N S

&
. - Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
. 0 0l Tevel (t value = 2.6' or over); .++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 2.4 or over). - indicates
- significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level. - ‘ I

- o N .

. : : L . h ' S F
) . . .
1]
. ,

~
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Yean Scores -by Mocdcl-on Classroom Obscrvation

I L 4 4 \,‘
' [l R ‘ .~
: - Var. 13. Aide's Participation in Academic Activities
IE ; : ) rall . . ri { ‘ °
| } _-\ . Fa Spr}ng
 Far West .70.059 0.087
! .
‘ U. of ariz. . 6.097 . 0.195
Barik St. | 0.154 | 0.111 .
‘U. of Oregon- . 0.242 0.378%
) U. of Kansas - .~ 0.791%" 0.776*+
Hi/Scope’ 0.032" " 0.068
U. of Florida 0.170 " 0.046
, M + ’
EDC . 0.087 ' 0.093 o
. Pittsburgh - 0.148 *.0.207, ‘ )
.’\ . ‘ - . <
REC | ~ 0.252 0.021
. Enablers . 0.06.. . 0.077
) , ‘e
(" “ l 0
\ '~ Grand Mean 0.201 0.204 °

\ * . ! » !

\ | . / .

| Note: 1In the above “table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); F+ indicates significantly -

high at .001 level| (t value = 3.4 "or over). - indicates
‘ . signifitantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly ~ .
low at .001 level. y

i.’ N . ) ’ N
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’ r

Oregon model, we conclude that 5Bly the\Kansas model 1is
significantly high on variable 13.
Var 43: teachers and volunteers with children in N

academic activities
. . _

.Variable 43 provides a distjnct contrast to variable 13.
This variable shows Oregon significantly high (at ,001 level)

on both observations and Kansas slightly higher than the grand

L) .

mean. Thus, wethave a further fefinement of variable 9: more
than half of the Oregon model's academic activity occurs
with teachers and/ar volunteers, while more than half of the

5

- . pp— ‘.‘ -
Kansas model's occurs with aides.

[ .

Var 42: independent children in academic activities.

Vanpiable 42 completes the academic activity spectrum.
\}

Here the Oregon and Kansas models are low, as we might
have predicted from their high scores on adults with chdldren
L~ N ' . .
~in academic aqtivities.ﬁ‘Bank Stregt 1s sfghificanﬁiy high,l
“but’ as with variable 9, 6nlyathe‘wiimington seore is above
the grand mean. The Pittsbgrgh model is high in’the.spring,
indicating thatg like the Wilmington siée in the Bank St;eet‘

model, a large proportion of their academic activity occurs

without adult dircect supervision.

v
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rean Scores vy Medel on Classroom Chscrvation

/

Var. 43. Teachers and Volunteérs with Children in-
Academic Activities ‘

Fall .. Spring ,
Far West 0.150 . ':' 0.141" . y
U. of Ar;z. - 0.252 0.276 =
Bank St. . ©0.276 © 0.201 : ’
ﬁ: of oregoﬁ 0,694 0.748%* ‘
U. of Kansas ! di415 4 0.349 - -
Hi/Scope T 0.135" 0.106-"
U. of Florida - 0.249 S . 0.0717" - .
EDC © 0.155 0.208
Pittsburgh . 0.394 BRI
REC -  0.380 ©0.461 }A
Enablers 0.145  0.218 )

¢

Grand Mean ' 0.275 - 0.278
L] . )

!

Note: 1In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 Tevel (t valuc = 2.6 or over); ++ inditates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- ijdic¢ates significantly
low at .001 level. - . ’

’
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observatﬂ@%
. L)

: | ‘ .
Var..42. Independent Childreh in Academic Actiwities

» oy
-

- M . Fall: ’ Spring
Far West © T 0.297 . 0.196
U. of Ariz. - 0.135 © 0.245
Bhnk st. ., 0.599FF 0.383+ | ‘
U. o; Oregon ' - 0.033 ‘0.068
U. of Kansas 0.014 - . 0.04077
Hi/Scope S 'o}o4of N ﬁ . 0.051"
U. of Florida ';~o;oé9" f- 0.079
“Epc 0.081. - 0.157
Pittsburgh - 10,265 ~ o0.878%t ,
REC _ © o o.124 . 0.267 .
Enablers -+ _o.oQé ".9,117
Grand Mean 0.158 © p.182

Note: 1In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01l level (t value= 2.6 or over); ++ indicdtes significantly
high at .001 level '(t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates ‘significantly
low at .001 level. ’ ' . ' ‘

)
.
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U. of Fla. : / - | -— . ~ -

EDC .« L / -
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. " TABLE 33

%&rst Summary Table

. | ~_ | Adults wth,| Alde's par-| Tchs.& vols| Indopends
Academic | Childrn.in| ticiptn.in {wth.childrn|childrn.
Activity | Acad. Acts. Acad. Acts.|in Ac:.Acts.{in Ac.Act

S.

) ) Fall| Spr.| Fall} Spr. | Fall | Spr. ! Fall [Spr. :Fall |Spr.

Far West " _ \ ‘ - o -
U. of Ariz: R

éank st.” o +

rd
+
+
+

U. of Oreg. o+ |+ ++ b F ++ ++
U. of Kan. ++ ++ ++ | 4+ ++ ‘ -

Hi/Scope - -- -= ] - - - ) -

£

Pittsburgh / ++ f 4+

REC /

Enablers = - . - - . 4 !

/
: ‘0
.
'3

Noté: 1In the aboVve table + indicates significantly high at .01
level (£ value = 2.6 .or over); ++ indicates significantly high
at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicateé significantly
léw at .01 level; -- indicates significantly low at .00l level.

-
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II. Independent Child Activity: : .

)

Var 42: independent children in academic activities
10: indepedent child activity
G4 _1ndep@ndent children in non- academlc activities
"11:* wide variety of activities
23:+ child self- learnlng with concrete obﬂsﬂts

R

-
P

..The evidence Wthh dlfferentlates.model; on this group
- of vériablgs is iéés éicar1put than on academic activities
va.-iables. Two of the five variables (10 and 23) in/the o
indepe;dent'éctivity'group cgangé ngﬂ;ficantly from fali’to‘ _

sprinéﬁd%er all models. However, aIl cf these chandges are

_p051t1ve,41nd1catlng, pelhaps, that chlldren who are more
s, ] - .

-4

familiar with their classroom env1ronment are more ll lv

- .”-w

to behayé ;gaébeﬁdentlv.“«Wiﬁhin~model significant éhanges

are comparatlvell few 'Thds, fall—zg\spring differences

present pnly a minor difficulty. S R o
Site_effectg; on the other words are large, especially

‘in the Bank Street and Far. West models. One w;hld expect

more 'site effects on this group éf variables than .on academic

activity variables, since('as‘anyone who has éver worked with

preschOOI children knows, it is often difficult to ﬂséructure“ ‘ )

indgpendent acti&ity. Although adults 1in the claséro&ﬁ

can encoﬁrage énd re&érd independent acgivity, the? cannot

h"sche@ule" it in the‘same way that they can\"schedule" more

. structured academic .activity. Further, the ievel of indepen-~

dent activity mﬁy be influcnced by factors outside the contrél

of teacners 1in the classrgép.- For example, independent acti-

N

e

-
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o irity might be higher just before holidays Qhen children
' are keyed up, or when new toys or equipment arebiﬁtroducoe
' into the claséroom. |
> s For these reasons, then, fhe réqpirenents~for signi- ¢
-'{» ’ f¥fcant model di fferences in‘this area are somewhat less
‘stringenf than in other areas.
) N
Variable 42 was discussed in the previous sectinn on’
.academic:éctivity,_and shows: maiqu that the-Wilmington site

N in the Bank Stréet model 1s Sgiitandingly'high, and that Pitts-

burgh is si'gnificantly high in the spring.
Var 10:. independent child activity

The tablé on variabls 10 indicates that the Bank Street

-

-

model is.signi%icéntlyghigh‘in both fall ana séring observa-
tions. However, 'some site effects ‘confust this'finding. In
_the fali, Wilmingﬁbn's ﬁean is_far higher thag -any o?her site,
thus making'BanETSEreét's mean.signifidaﬁtly high. 'fhe other

. ®

two sites {Boulder and Elmira) are both near the grand mean.
A . In Fhe séring,\tﬁe W}imingtbn mean:is lower than in the fall,'

guf’Elmira's e an is hiéher. Boulaer is still near tue grand
méan. Thué, site gffects, alphougﬁ less évident in the spring,
‘ v are importéﬁtiinltge Bénk étrqet médel.
' S The'Pittsbufgh model is‘significanily high only in the
o Sp#ing; As onltyo 6; tﬁe acaéehic 5Etivi£y Qariables} thié
"‘l | . - model's scores rise sign;ficanfly from fall to spring. - Sincc‘

v .- the Piﬁtsburgh model was new to Planned Variatior in the fall

-~

<
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‘ Mean Scores by Model onJCiassroom Observation
4 ' N
| » ¢
Var. 10. Independent Child Activity ‘
., Vi R ' . . .
o .
. Fall v Spring
| . Far. West *1.656 1.461-
- U. of Ariz. : 1.380 - © 1.264
| Bank St. 2.654%" 2.450%
. U. of oregon 0,2497 . 0.677
U. of Kansas ’, 0.561 0.55077
| . Hi/Scope 9.720 0.998
. $ : )
U. of Florida 0849 0.922 i
! EDC . T 0.843 1 1.138 ¢/ ~
’ | Pittsburgh | " 1.244 S 2.454% -
REC 1.484 : 1.532
»
i L
A Enablers L.108 1.536
N v
Grand Mean 1.141 1.296
- Fall to Spring chaﬁée over all models T:
“ - v
Note: .In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
kigh at .001 level (t wvalue, = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level. - '
‘J
¥
e ,
g .
- ?
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-

of 1970, we ﬁttach more importance to its spring scores.

. - - . . . . ¢ . . «
Var 44: independent children’ in non-academic activities

Variable 44 shows Bank Street again significantly high,
but with the same type of Site effects that ocgurred on
. N 8
variable 10. o ‘
“e @ P . 7
Var 11: wide variety of activities o .
{ ~ N~
. ‘ ¢
. We include this variable in the independent actlivity / i>
: " , ) L . ‘
group because it corre s so highly with variable 10 (.899 '
< - »
in the fall; .849 in the spring). Bank Street is high, but ;‘9;
with the Wilmington s;;f again far higher than dny other site
in the énalysis. Boutder and Elmira are slightly above the - <

grand mean on both fall and spring observations.

2 . 1 .
The Fgct that the rYorida model is low on both observa-
, , , <
tions may be the result of that model's egphasis on parent‘\

|

. . . . |
instruction rather than classroom activity. |

- [y

Var 23:. Child self-learning with concrete objects

A ) . -

Vafiable 23 is somewhat coﬁfusing: -the wariable

.\‘

14 F v h

includes three differgnt observer codes: the code fof respondl
the code fOf-commént, play, and thé code'forateaéh, infofmg

We are unsurc whether;}child playing with aitruck or dolls
would be  included in this variable er whether “concrete OE—
jects" refer only to learningﬁtoéls, such as Cuigenaire rods.

4
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observatiog_q
va#d. ‘44. Independent Children in Non~Académic Ativitids'
! / . -
’ ' - . ‘ « .
» - Fall : Spring W
. _ Far West - . W 358 1.265 oy
- S . / : . R ' . /
. U. of Arizona o l.245. 1,018 - -
! Bank ‘St. , 2.05477 < " 2,066t
. ) ‘ s .
, U. of Oregon ©0.2177 ¢ 0.609 |
ry U. of Kansas . ' 0.547 - 0.5117
W . L
.Hi/Scope . 0.680 . 0.947 °
{‘ , « . f
U. of Florida ' o.soo“.’/? , 0.843 .,
EDC S D.761 - 0.981 X
' 4
Pittsburgh . 0.979 1.576
REC ° : 1.360 | .1.265
¢ P Enablers 1.008 ' 1.419 . .
. i |
Grand Mean 0.983. 1.113

/ . e
/

v
. . Ay
Note: 1In the above table + injgtaﬁés significantly high' at
.01 level (t value 2.6 or over); ++ indicates sicnificantly

high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .0l'level; -- indicates significantly <
low at .001 level. . : ' . \\ -
| )
.'k
o

-~
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| Mean Scores.by Model on Classroom Observation
Var. 11. Wide Variety of Act;yities AN \
‘ - | | :
. ) ) . ': | 4 |
‘ ' CFall Spring
Far West ,’ 2.605 , 2.3@}
. U, of Ariz. - 1.987 1.915
Bank St. i %.836++Fv.' 3.786%*
U. of Oregon = 1.4137 . 'i.é97
U. .cf Kansas ‘ 2.019 - . 1.615
Hi/Scopé ' 1.791 . ‘1.955 _ -~
U. of Florida ‘ .i;§53 g 1.559
- EDC i 1}547 1.758
Pittsburgh lt835 2.658 \
|
‘ REC R 2.050 . " 2,180 |
‘ ’ Enablers . “1.850 - . 2173
) Grand Mean S 2,112 2.1%4,

. .ot . ;
- \5 - , ,
/
. /
/
. . /
o

Note: - In.%}e above tab&: + .indicates significantly high/at
t

. .01 level value = 2.§ or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t vaYue = 3.4 or over). - indicates
.signifiigantly low at .01 leved;--- indicates significantly
* low at .00l level. N )
/\; ) N .!
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Mean Scores by Mgdel on Classroom Observation

Var. 23 Child Self-Ikarning'with Concrete bbjects_

gf “

IR Fall R Spring
.F;} West® ' “ 1.84i+ ! - 2.914%F
U. of Ariz. 0.998 1.511
Bank St. " 1.563% - 1.156 )
~U. of Oregon | 0.0 . 0.552
'U.  of Kansas 0.050 10005 i
Hi/Scope o : 0.111 . 0.052
U. of Fldrida 0.216  0.603 L
epc S 0.839 0.484
Pittsburgh 040 ' 1.494
'REC 0.835 - 1.564 °
Enablers - 0,031 ' 0.071
Grand Mean - 0.578 | (ﬁﬁ 0.910

Fall to Spring change over all models .

{

EEESE In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ irdicates signi ficantly
high at .001 level (t value =.3.4 or over). - indicates.
significantly low at .01 levéi} - indicatesxfignificantly
low at .001 level. . :

\
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~ TABLE 34

Second. Summary Table

. Independ. |{Ind. Chld- |Wide Var- | Child self-
Ind. Child!| Childrn in jrn. in®non-| iety of . learng wth
Activity | Acad. Acts.!Acad./Acts., Activities,K concrete obj
Fall; Spr. K Fall  Spr. .Fall Spr. Fall  Spr., Fall Spr.
. . R v ‘ " v
Far West - { ' v - . + ++
~ - X i
U. of Ariz. Y . !
Bank St. ++ ++ | ++ ++ ++ ++ ] ++ + -
U. of Oreg. - , ) : - : -
U. of Kan. _ -- N | -
. ° \ . . .
Hi/Scope . -
-
‘U. of Fla. : ! - -
'EDC .
Pittsburgh . + ++ .
REC ' - RN I
" Enablers
’ . ( 4
N

Note:, 1In the above table + indicates significantly high at ) -
- .01 Tevel (t.value = 2.6 oﬂvaer); ++ indicates significantly ’ '

high at .00l level (t value = 3.4 or over). = indicates

significantly low at .01%level; -- indicates significantly.

low at .001 ilevel. :

1 4 ” : B . ) -

1
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We tend to assume the latter, since the scores d& not clearly
resemble other independent activity scores.
With this confusion in mind, then, we see that the Far
’ N

West model is sigrificantly high in both the fall and spring.

Site effects are important here, since the Tacoma site is

below the grand mean. Duluth is far above the grand ®me n,
as 1s doulder in the Bank Street model. Thus, Duluth and,

Boulder are the only two sites ie the analysis that .are con-

sistently high. Givén Far West's 'strong emphasis on "auto—‘_\‘

‘telic" (self-rewarding) activities, we conclude that ‘the

/

Duluth site is well implemented in this area.

I1I. Child/Adult Interactiorns . -

. A. Adult focus onAgroups of children
Var 12: adult interactiors with one or two children
29: adult communication focus: one child
30: adult communication focus:. small group
This group of variables provides information about
how many children an adult in the classroom addresses at one

time. Since thHese variables represent adult behavior rather

than child behavior ahd'since models are implemented through

~the adults in the classroom, we would expeet these variables

to show important mocel effecégf\
Var'12:  adult interactdons with one or two children
' \

Variable 12 shows Pittsburgh and Bank Street corisistehtly

v
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation .

Var. 12. Adult Interactions With One or Two Children

' .
Fall Spriné
Far West 0.320 0.362
U. of Arjz. 0.205 0.212
Bank St. 0.480" 0.936++
U. of Oregon 0.0907" 0.102
U.>.of Kansas 0.267 0:.081"
Hi/Scope 0.187 0.307°
U. of Florida 0.140°" 0.208
EDC 0.151 0.278
.Pittsburgh . 0.683%% 0.968+~+ :
REC 0,342 .0.429
Epablers 03243 0.203
Grand. Mean 0.266 0;340

Fall to'Springuchange over all models . -
e | |

Note: In the above table + iddicates éignificantly high at

.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); + indicates significantly
high at .001 lewvcl (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01l level; -- indicates significantly .

low at .001 level.

‘* .
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higher than other models. There arc some site effects
in the Bank Street model, however: Elmira is quite low

in- the fall, but that score rises in the spring -- indeed

_enough to give Bank- Street a significant positive cinange

from fall to spring. \
. . . ] 5

-

Var 2§: adult_commun‘cation focus: one child
’ . . ’

]

The table indicates that Bank Street is low., which is"
puzzling in view of its hidgh score on variable 12. ‘Either
this discrepancy 1is anomalous or B;nk Street a@plts often
interact with two children, bu£ rarel?'with one ;hild.

'The Kansas model is quite Qigh, Qith small differences
among its sites. This high score is probably relate& to
the system of rewarding chiidreh's behavior with tokens.

An adult gives a cbildca token $hd praisés him verbally, and
thus "communiicates™ with one child.

The Hi/Scope model is siénificahtly high only iﬁ the
fall. Inx\this mgdel,; the Foft Walton Beach éite drqpped

from a mean of:13.012 in the' fall to 3.400 in the spring.
/ i

- thus giving that model a significant negative change.from'

fall to spring. It is interesting that, over all models,

"adults communicated with one child significantly more in

the fall than in the spring. Perhaps this finding is re-

lated to a significant positive change in child indepenéent

‘activity. Perhaps c¢hildren need less "rewarding" or "reminding"
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Meaﬁ Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

i

Var. 29. Adult Communication Focus: One Child

-~ m—

< '
' ’; r , Fall | | Spging )
Far West - 10.408 9.590
U. of Ariz. © 11.963 ; 9.841
Bank St. | 7.76077 - | 8.255 - ’
U. of Oregon 12.755 . 10.519 g :
, U. of Kansas - 15.777% 15.763%*
Hi/Scope | 16,924+t 10.797 ;
U. of Florida  8.941 7.321
EDC 9.695 10.112 ¢
pittsburgh  16.687 12.778
] 'REC ' 13.726 14.224 o
Enablers 13.359" 10.695

Grand Mean 12.560  ©  10.798
‘Fall to Spri?g change over all models ~~

Note: 1In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indi:ates slgnificantliy
low at.001 level. g :

\

v
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in the spring.

Var 30: adult communication focus: cmall group

The Oregon model shows very high scores on this vari-

~able, scores which are probably related to their emphasis

on'small—group-academic instruction. Because Oregon has low
scores on variable 29 (adult communication focus:, one child)
and on variable 10 (independeng child activity) we conclude
thag children in this model spend a gfeat deal of time with

adults inlsméll groups. | | . I )
Bank Street is low on this variable, possibly as a result of

its stress on independen£ activity and on child interactions.

B. Adult attention (responses) to children

Var 22: adult acknowledgement to child
T 33: adult positive corrective feedback
46: adult praise of children

’

These variables represenf three different ways of reées-

ponding to a child's behavior. Acknowledgement is commenting

in a more or less neutral way: "You're drawing a tree,

Jimmy." Acknowledgement can also be non-verbal, such as

smiling or nodding at a child. Positive corrective feedback is
0 . . .

a method of maintaining discipline or correcting mistakes by .

suggesting an alternative, by giving a reason why behavior is

» inappropriate, by praising another child's more appropriate

behavior, or by questioning the behavior. Examples: "Why Y

don't you use thesc blocks instead of the ones that Rachel is
playing with?" "If you tear tne book, we won't be able to read

it again." ""Look at thc way Henry is cleaning his paintbyushes.”
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

Var. 30. Adult Communication Focus: Small Group -

‘ 1
S A Fall Spriné
Far West - .2.339 3,202
U.‘of'Ariz.' 2.016 2.252
Bank Stf : i.233' 1.732
. U. of Oregdh 12.840% 17.131%% h
U. of Kansas . 3.569 1.890 .
Hi/Scope 2.088 . 2.326
U. of Florida 2.706 2.554 °
EDC e ' 3.890 3.421
Pittsburgh 3.377 2.835
REC ‘ 1.941 2.234
Enablers 2.275 3.424

= Grand Mean 3.277 . -3.785

Note: 1In the above table + indicates significantly high at

.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). = indicates
significantly low at .0l level; -- indicates significantly

low at .001 level.
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TABLE 35 .
Third Summary Table . )
Adult Inter- Adult Communi- Adult Communi-
actions with cation focus: cation .focus:,
A. one or two one . small
children child . ___group
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring,
T - -
Far West : '
U. of Arizqpa \ ,
Bank St. I ++ - \:\\ .
U. of Oregon -- . ++Y 3 ++
"U. cf Kansas ' - + -
Hi/Scope ' ++

U. of Florida -

EDC

Pittsburgh N -
~
REC

Enablers7

~—

- L
s . . (

Note: In the above table + indicates sianificantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates signific
high at .00l level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .0l level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level. '
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. - )
"Are you sure you want to stand on the table?" Praise is, °
- .
of course, complimenting a child's behavior.

All three,variables changed negatively from fall to

spgi%g, although the changes on variables 22 and 22 were
A ‘o . Vs ,
not significant. We again suggest: our hypothesis that as®

children and adults g{ow-more comfortable with one another,
L
there is less reason for adult behav1or whlch rewards Qr altgrq

- \ . 3 Al

. ’\‘dl\idrbn s behav1or : o _ .

. o z . . -

Var 22: adult: acknowledgement to. Chlld

’ - \
. N

On variable 22, REC is consiste;tly hioh with'Bahk . :
- /
Street low. Hi/Séope and Enablers are 51nn1f1cantlv hwah -

only 'in the fall ag (f hlgh iny in. the spring. This
o . : .

variable is somewhdt mysterfous: although we unde;stand\

acknowledgement to 'denote neutral attention, we wonder whéether
. . LN

calling the roll would constitute an acknowledgement of each

child. -Since we have no informﬂfion as to the contenht of this

and use this variable in conjunction with the nexf'two, in order

e “ . U -

;> type of communication, we take‘the above scores -at fece value,

to find some characteristic differences among mdaelsion the type

~ of attention adults give to children: ' ‘ ,

o -

Var 33: adult positive corrective feedback - I

From the variable 33 table, we see that no sdore is signifi-
cantly higher than the grand mean in the fall, but- that Bank
" v ! ‘ R \ * -

Street, Oregon, and Florida arc significantly Jlcw. . In the
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom OCbscrvation

Var. 22 Adult Acknowledgement to Child

: Fall Spring .
Far West * 0.684 0.628
U. of Ariz. 1.097 0.984 .
Bank St. 0.2417" 0.452
U._éﬁzprggon 0.592 2.0767 -
+ " U. of Kahsas 1.355 1.007 ‘
e
N ‘Hi/Scope 2.581%t 0.993
u. of #lorida . 0.3577" 0.648
ni\‘. EDC B 0.694 0.876
T —Fittsburgh | 1.822 1.985
REC 2,515 T 3:2071
Enablers 1.983% . 1.825 /
) ‘Grand Mean 1.263 1.179
2 /

Note: In the abowe table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - -Indicates ]
significantly low at .01 level; ~- indicates significantly
low at .001 level. ’



Mean Scores bv Model on Classroom Observation
o

v
|
L. 3 i

L

. var. 33. Adult Positive'Corréctivc Feedback *
~ ) Fall Spfing N
i } : . ‘ ! "/.\. . ;!" )
Far West ) 1.099 0.282 : BN
' : LI
U. of Ariz. - x.510 ) 1.216
* Bank St. = 0.193"~ 0.415
¥
U. of Oregon " 0.420°" 0.195
U. of Kansas 1.348 - ©1.507%t
! .

Hi/Scope 1.276 \ ~0.286
U. of Florida 0.607 0.855
EDC : 0.610 0.513
Pittsburgh 1,577 . 0.510 R '
REC" 1.159 . 1.272

X . Enablers .881 1.336%
Grand Mean 0.947 ' ~'0.759

A -
7 < ‘ e . ‘ B . ,: A
s S 4 e

, Note: 1In‘the above table + indicates sfignificantly hich

‘ at .01 level (t vatue = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t wvalue = 3.4 or over). - indicates signi-

- ficantly low ‘at .01 level; ~- indicates sigwificantly low at
: .001 level. R <
| ' S “ \

3 <
.

" - -
.
. N 4 M
e {
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spring, Kansas and Enablers are high, but no(;core is
l significantly low. There is a great deal of fall 'Spring

change on this variable, with Far West, Hi/Scope, nd Pitts-

-

burgh showing substantially less corrective feetdbZck in the

spring. We surmise that the changes in these models indicate
P g 3]

)

v

more relaxed adult behavior in the springl
. | “ B |
The Kansas and REC models,_od\fhe other hand, show slight

increases in correctlvg feedback in thc spring, .and thus,

\

these “wo models are: distinctive in the con51stpn*1 high

f*equency of adult’ correctlve feedback in-their classrooms.

Var 46: adult praise of chiidren'

¢
‘

Heire, Oregon, Kansas, and Pittsburgh are all consistently

high. Oregon's mean is lower in the spring, and comparcd
gt g p g

. with a higber spring score on acknowledgement, we see that
SN~

whereas Oregon teachers expressed more pralse than acknew-
13 .

ledgement in the fall, they expressed approx1mately egyal
;amounts of pralse and acknowledgcmgnt in the aprlng Thus,

the Oregon model also follows the pattern of’ more*{elaxed ' .

adult behavior in the spring. . Kansas is hiéh on both

corrective feedback and praise, and just as we related their
- e , . ?
high score on adult ecommunication focus: "~ one child to their
0y : .

system of awarding tokens for good behavior, we also relate

. . 5
their scores on feedback ahd praise to this system.

Pittsburgh is high on f=? back~in the fall, and on praisec
B . o N .

in both fall and spring. PittsBurgh, therefore, is outstanding

»

in amount of attention given to one or two children at a time,

‘ ' since’ they are high on two “attention" variables, significantly
: _ |
t . »




/
Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

yi
|
4

‘/Var; 46. Edult Praise

of Children

Fall Spring
Far West | 0.6907" .536%
U. of Ariz." o 0.52977 ' 5527
Bank St. | 0.298%" 310" >
U. of Oregon 3,614+ 137 |
IU. of Kansas 3,041+ - ﬂ615++ | .
Hi/Scope. . . 1.819 .014
U. of Florida 1.0527 506"
EDC ) 0.876~ .999
Pittsburgh’ ‘ 5.080%% .884%t
REC 0.634- .595
Enablers 0.676 . 355
Grand Mean 1.540 .249

Fall tc Spring chaﬁgé

Note:

.07 Tevel t value =

“Tlow at .. 001 level.

over all models ~°

¢

. 2.6 or over)
" cantly high at .001 level (t value
. significantly low at -

In tﬁe above table + ipdicates significantly high at
++ indicates signifi-
3.4 or over).
.01 level; -- indicates significantly

- indicates



~240-
PN
TABLE 35
Third Summary Table y "
Adult Acknow- Adult Positive Adult Praise
B. ledgment to Corrective ‘. of
child : Feedback AChildren
Fall Spring Fall . Spring PRI Spring
* (7 ‘°.
Far West , - -
,f .

U. of @rizona - -
Bank St. . Co-- - C == ‘ . - -
N ) . .
U. of Oregoh ' + ~— : + -

]
-U., of Kansas . o ' i;+ T o
Hi/Scop& ++
U. off Florida =-=- - - -
EDC i : T
Pittaburgh v ++ +4
REC : + ++ o - .
Enablers + +

Note: 1In the'aﬁove table + indicates significantly high at:

701 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ inidcates significantly

high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - ‘'indicates sig-

nificantly low at .0l level; -- indicates significantly low at
. A . 2

.001 devel.
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high on both adult interactions withfone or two children, and

-

-above the grand mean on adult communication focus: one child.

~

R L4
C. Questioning

*

Var 15: adult direct questioning of child : ’
. 16: <child response to adult direct guestion
‘ 18: adult feedback to child response
20: ’ adult asking thought questions -
27: child asking questions \
."’ . . )
L ‘Wé will deal with the first three variables in this

group together, as they are a "process" which is importlnt
\ . '
in the Oregon, Kansas, IPI and REC models! These models

have "prescribed learning"” éctivity as part of their mcdel
o : i 0 R ST '
specifications. In other words, these mocdéls attempt to

teach children specific skills in a structuiéd way. - Thus,

variables 15, 16,

and 18 represent a sort of "drill" 'in which

‘

the teacher asks, for example, "What coler is this apple,

Susie?"; Susie answers, "red"; and the teacher responds,
“"That's right." . ) -

. . o . ’ _
The tables on variables 15, 16, and 18 show, as we

might have pfedicted; Oregon and Kansas high on all threev

v

variamles. 'There are scme site effects, however, within
hY

these models ‘on the first two variables: Tupelo in the

Oregon model and Portageville in the Kansas model'are~far

higher than other sites in .any model although the other sites

in the Oregon and Kansas models are not at all low. '
. - : N

All three of thesec variables show ahﬁegative change

from fall to spring and we assdme that this finding supports

-

our "rule" that childwen need less rewatrding, reminding, or

‘

[y
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Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Obscrvation
—, :

l . B ' Vaf. 15.‘Adu}t‘Direcf Question;ng of Chilﬁ
Fall . Spring e
. . Far West ! 2.7827 B 2.66477
- U. of Ariz.' . . ' 4.808 4.454
~ . Bank st. . 3.248" 3.435”
U. of Oredon 13.359"F - 10.894%*
' U. of Kansas 8.415f y7.606%
Hi/Scope 7:994 ‘ 4.349'
( . U. of Florida 5.208 . 4.266
EDC 5.969 6.104
Pittsburgh  ~  8.091 © 4.569
REC ‘ o 8.674 ' 7.611
> ; ~ Enablers | ’ 3.553“ 6.647
' Grand Mean 6.125 . 5.673 ‘
- 'd

Note: 1In the above tablc + ‘indicates significantly high

at .0l level (t velve = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates signi-
ficantly high at .001 level (t valuc = 3.4 or over). -
indicates significantly low at .0l level; -- indicates sig-

nificantly low at .001 level.
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. ‘\\\
. : Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation
- . ¢ }

AN

‘Var. 16.° Child Response to Adult Direct Question

P
.

. Fall - Spring ,
Far West 2.002= © 2.208
. U. of Ariz. 3.097 . ~3.4577
' Bank sth b2 507 2.652"
| ‘_ U. of Oregon 12.360% 9.712%+
‘ U..of Kansas . 7.308% ¢ . 6.255%
g | Hi/Scope . s.a . 3.191
T U. of Florida 4.295 3.582
R EDC | 2.777 | Cf[019
. .pigtsﬁurgh 6.488 | 3.385
§ REC 6.802 6.201
Enablers 2.0977" . 4.829
Grand Mean 4.774 4,436
Fall £o Sﬁ?ing change over all models ~
~ Note : In the above table + indicates significantly high at I
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .0l level; -- indicates significantly
' low at .001 level.
J‘C ' . Q
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drilling as they become more familiar with their c¢lassroom

env. ronment. ) o
* ] ¢ Var 20: adult asking thought questions

Variable‘%q shows a greet deal of fall to sﬁ}ing
change in several models. Far West, Oregon, Hi/Scope and’
.Enablérs all have lower scoreé in the spring. Only Pitts-
burch and REC show more thougﬁt questioning in the spring.
However, Arizdna, Hi/Scope, EDC, aéd Pittsburgh femain
above the overall mean on both observations, with Bank
Stteet and Kansas signif&cantly below the overall mean.
;Thug, élthough model differences on this variable are con-
fuéed‘by fall to spring chang , it is Clear that there are
consistently more thought questions being asked of chiidren
“in tHé Arizoha, Hi/Scope, EDC, and Pittsburgh models than

in the Bank Street and Kansas models.

Var 27: child asking cuéstions

»

We include this variable mainly fHo.show that the Ofeqon
model, whlch 1scnﬁstand1ngly hich on adult communlcasion focus
small group, and has hlgh scores on the queqtlon response-

Vl ‘”;! . feedback process,,is signifiCantlxtlow on child asking questions.
l_ | Thié finding aséﬁnms more importance in conncction with va;iabie
- j 28 (child self-expression), which,is‘diécussed in the next

' : ‘ section.




1

Mean Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

A\

Var. 20. Adult Asking Tg§ught Questions .

‘Fall‘to Sprihé change over all models
. L4

Fall Spring
Far West 1.538 0.697
d. of Ariz. 2.096 1.764 Erf
Bank St. 0.646~ 0.452~ '
'U. of Oregon ‘ 3}268++ 0.133~~
U. of Kansas ' 0.4057 0.397-
Hi/Scope 2.689F . 1.671
U..of Florida 1.568 0.983 .
EDC | 1.753 1.430
‘Pittsburgh 5 1.723 2.462%F ‘
REC - | 0.786 1.67Q
 Enablers 3 2.442 : 0.344- o '(
Grand Mean 1.726 _ 0.985 \\\

—

-

?

2

Note: In the above table + indicates significantly -high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates-significantly
high at .001 level (t value = 3.4:.or over). ~ indicates
significantly low at .01 level; ~-- indicates significantly

low at .OQ}?}evel.

@
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Mean Scores by Model cn Classroom Observation

Var. 27. Ch'iﬁAsking Questions

Fall’ Spring

Far West . 4.183% 1.650

U. of Ariz. . 2.727 1.706
Bank St. v 3.378 1.851
U; of Oregon ' 0.7757~ 0.946"

U. of‘Kansas . 2.3¢2 1.789

K Hi/Scope 3.224 1.546
' U. of Florida 1.333 1.954
EDC - : 1.279° 1.668
Pittsburgh . . 1.628 2.252

REC 2.620 2.632 .
Enabler% L 3.553 0 2.418
\
Grand Mean 2:620 .800

Fall to Spbiﬁg change over "all models .

. ‘
Note: 1In the above table + indicates significantly high' at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or aver); ++ indicates significantly
high at .60l level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; ~-+indicates signd ficantly
low at .001 level. '
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TABLE 35

Third Summary.Table

Adult Dir. Child Resp. Adult Adult Ask- Child
Ce Questning. to Adult - Feedback ing Thought 'AsXing
of Child Dir. Quest. to Child Questions Questions
‘ Response - '

Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall 'Spf.' Fall Spr.

Far West < - -- - — - +

U. of Arizona ~ = - -

Bank. St. ‘ - S ' _”;T‘*f“ - - - -

U. of Oregon ++ o+ ++ 4+ ++ o= - -
U. of Kansas + 1+ + + O+ ++ —_ -

Hi/Scope s h _ + - +

U. of Florida - -

EDC ' - - , -
. ' - S )
Pittsburgh ++ ++
REC | + ! |
h : : yd
Enablers - .. -= - -

[
 /4??.Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at -

.01 Tevel (t value = 2.6 ovr over); ++ indicatss significantly
high . at .001 level (t value = 3.4 or over). - indicates
significantly low at .0l level; -- indicates significantly
low at .001 level. :

A3 .
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Also, it is interesting that the Enabler model is
consistently above the grand mean on this variable with
small differences among its sites. We would not expect tire

Enabler sites to be similar tO each other, since there are

'no model specifications, but all three sites show high scores

on child asking guestions.

D. (Child behavior (response)
Var 39: child positive affect toward adults

28: child self-expression .

Var 39: \child positive affect toward ddults

~

Variable 39 is the only&one of seven variables concerned

with affect that seems to indicate any genuine differences

as

. amonyg models, and even this variable shows significant site

effects. The Hi1/Scope mgdel is consiStently highér thah other

[

models, but their high t-value results from outstandingly-
high scores for the Fort Walton Beach &ite. Pittsburgh is

higher than the grand mean in the® fall and is higher than any
other model in the spring. )

N
[

It is puzzling that scores on chila positiVe affect

decreased over. all models in the.'spring, especially since

. scores qn var’able 28 (¢hild se%f-expression) show a sigﬁi—

ficant incrgase.

bl
>

&
"Var 28: <child s¢li-cxgression

-

Variable 28 is 'a wood illustration of the difficulty
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Mean .Scores by Model on Classroom Observation

) v~
' var. 39. ChilafPosiEive Affeci Toward Adults - . .
‘ o | : ‘.. ' : ) | .
_ Fall, : Spring ' }///
Far West 0.982 . o.288 - :
U. of Ariz. . - 0.129 i 0.129"“
Bank St. S 1.060 0.506 h
U. of Oregon 0.037 | o 0.364l —
U. of Kansas 0.273 0.149 .
Hi/Scope o 2.418%% 1.185%%\ "Bg%z
B U. of Florida -0.352 | 0.086 |
7 Epc . - 0.181 | 0.694 -
o Pittsburgh 0.909 - . o 1.272 %
REC 0.226 © o o.14e .
Enablers o234 0.360 | . .
. | o - . ) )
Grand Mean L 0.692 - 0.478
¢ ]

-Note:  In the above table + indicates significantly high at
.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ Jindicates .ignificdn:ly

Y

i _ Figh at .001 level (t salue = 3.4 or over). --indicates
significzantly low.at .01 level; ~- indicates significantly
low at .001 level. -
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Mean Scorcs by Model on Classroom Observation

Fall Spring
\
Far West » l6.885% 17.823
//' U. of Ariz. 15.012 17.857 //
Bark St. 14.268 17.040 ’
U. of Oreign. 4.501°° 7.3327
U. of Kansas 11.304 - 10.895
Hi/Scope 8.103 " 12.497
U. of Florida  16.739%. 21,2397
N EDC . - © 6.533- 13.271
Pittsburgh . 11.361 14,802
REC 13.260 11.941
Enablers 14.356 15.508
{ ' *
- Grand Mean 12.008 14.368
, ' Fall to Spring change over allfmodels *+.
/
- Note: In the above table + indicates significantly high at
70T 1€%el (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly
' high at .001 level (t valye = 3.4 or*over). - indicates
significantly low at .01 level; -- indicates signdficantly

low at .001 level. -
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L

B

of our variables. Child self-cxpression scores inercasced from fall

involved in finding actual differences among models on some

.to spring signlficantly more than others. However, w2 sec from the

A table that only the Oregon model is consistently low and

/

that only the Florida rodel 1is consistently high.

The Oregon ﬁodel was also low on the chila asking
questioné variable and Ehus, children in the Oregon model
‘apparently ipitiate interactions less frequently than.

’ children in other Planned Variqtion models.

| There are large slite effects on this varia?lc within
*models other than the Oregon model, and so we can make no
furthegsassumptions about differences among models on child

!

v self-expression.

MODEL SUMMARIES h

In this section we will summarizec the findings on ~
our twenty-two variables by model. Also, we will attempt
‘to relate thesg finding; to model implementqtion. In other
words, we will suggest which differences among»models(éan
be rela?gd to model theory. ?of example, it is chvious
l that the high scorcs on acadenic activity for thé Oregon
and Kansas‘modcls are a resu ¢ of sponsor dﬁpﬁasis oin tcaching
. children spelific academic skills. On tﬁe other han@, it
: " - A
. is diffib@lt to understand why, for“examp&c, REC is high on

adult acknowlecdgement wnd low on adult praise of children,

“

l
! R - : |

{orm,
/ / Voot

-

4
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. o \ |
| . ’ o TABLE 35 s
t . -
Third fummary Table
»
o
‘ , A Child Posij
d Child tive Affect
D. /J Self- Toward
Expression Adults
Fall Spring Fall- Spring;
Far West 2
U. of Arizona
"Bank Street
B "U. of Oregon -~ - ] :
U. of Kansas
Hi/Scope , . ++ e
U. of Florida + 4
EDC . ~
_Pittsburgh ' ' ; -~
REC
Enablers

o

Note: In the above table '+ indicates sionificantly high at
C Y J

.01 level (t value = 2.6 or over); ++ indicates significantly -
high at -.001 level (t wvalue = 3.4 Lr coveX). - indicates

significan¢ly low at .01 :lewvcel; =-- indicates significantly
i low at .001 level. ' ‘ :

' /

£
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. . N -
:
' . since we find no model specification which states ®hat

e

adults should acknowledge children rather than praise them.
Thus, we will attempt to relate model theory to scores on

¢ variables when some relationship seems plausible.
: :
! } There are several problems with drawing conclusions

v ,

about model implementation on the basis of the classroom
observation data. These data are derived from an instrument

which reqguires rapid qodinag of readily observablc behavior.
- . W

v

While somd ‘models {(Oregon, Kansas, Pittsburgh and REC)

specify in fairly explicit terms what activities should

occur in classrooms and how adults.should interact with

children, others emphasize "éxpericntes" for children.
B /S

\

Our data cahno£ measure whéther teachers are providing

"self-rewarding" experienceé for childfen (a major aspect
of the Far West model), nor whether adults aré "expanding
childrenfs langﬁagef (a part of the Arizona model). Thus,

. models vary in the degree to which 'implementation. can be

[}

checked p»y classroom observation deta.

Further, scores on our variables reflect fregucncy
. - . 7.-"4.‘
of behavior. We have no wav of knowiﬁgi;§or exaiiple, whetlier
L Bank Street's score on independent child activity (which is
R i . ) . -‘_-‘ -
Fat ot oo : . S 1o N-LE g :
‘significantiy higher than othesr models) «ig-hicwh cnough to

. : . 5 . :
( rate that model as hichly implemcdhted. © Plagned Variation

sponsors ?o not express their theory in térms of contrast

‘ with othcr swonsagws; thercfore, cgen thouch tfidre may be-a
“ ' pr . o
T grecat deal of independent activity (as comparced with other
' : ' ' { . . . B .
Q : . . i - -

RS~

1
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!
. " 13 ‘ .
medels) in Bank Street, we cannot draw a firm conclusion

. that Bank Street is Well—implémented in that area.

With these limitations in mind, we chose a few
.- !
variables for each mode! which might be theoretically

important. A table qf means and standard deviations or’

®these theoretically important variables is includpﬂ in each
. N , \

.6 . . .
model's summary. Site scores are shown, since site

variatiaon within models is often larger than variation

!ﬁong models. We would expect a model to be-high on the

variables included in its table, except where "low" (in

parentheses) appears after the wariable, in which case we

would expect the model to be low:

. A quick -perusal of the tables of theoreticallv important

variables serves to emphasize the limitations of classroom

observation data in judging whether models arc wgll implemented.

The four médels (Oregon, Kansas, IPI and REC) which specify

y 1
certain types of overt. bechavior and supply academdic curricula
- .
V] : - -
to their teachers appear to be better impl-umented than the

, other models. Although these models may indeed be well
) o | ; . .
implemented,gthe fadt that our vafiables arc more relevant

to tﬁsir model specifications than'to the dther models.makes

‘us'wbnder whqther the other models would appcaxr to be ycll—
, impleménted if we used a di fferent. type of observation

! ‘ instrument;' ' '

—

| 3 T RN

Enablers and Florida have no tables of theoretically inportant
“variablces bocauss Choey have no nodel spoecifications for class-
room behavior.

! : “ . L] . \\
. . s
- ; o
O - »

EMC . ) ...‘ . o - ‘ -

A i 7o providea by eric . CLeT
k. ] . . -
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. e .
Thus, our data do determine which models are higher

than others on certain kinds of readily 6bservable behavior.
Using this data to make assumptions about one model's
degree of implementation would be improper, since rodel

theories differ from one anotﬁpr too mudy to make any one

‘observation instrument relevant to all models.

/

FAR WEST

‘
3

The Far West model.is significantly higher th-n the
grand'mean ip both the fail and spring on only one of the
twenty—ﬁwo'variables included in the previous discussion.
That one-is variable 23 ({(child self-learning with concrete
objects). Although child self-learning is theoretiéally‘
important in the Far West model, it is only the Duluth site
which is significanﬁly hight Sig¢nificantly low séores

$ .
appear on praise and -on the adult dircét question—child
response-adult feedback complex. Thus, the Far West mode 1
is not particulariy distinctive oﬁ most of our-measurég of

classroom pehavior.
i

. The table of thoretically important variables shows

"that thec two sites il the Far west model are substantially

different from ecach’other. For example, Tacoma has high

¥ scores on adult communication focus: one chiild, while

.-

|
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!» - Duluth has high scores on independent child activity.
Fall to spring changes are puzzling; Far West's

spring scores decrease significantly more than other models
. 4
on twelve of the total fifty-one variables; spring scores

do not increase significantly more than other models on
, A % <
any varialpke. .

UNIVERSITY BULQRI\ZONA' : ‘ \J
’ .

The A?I§6£L model is significantly lower than the grand
mean on adult praisé of children, and on adult feedback to
child response. We see from the taﬁié that_Arizona;s scores
on adult asking thought questions are Consisnenﬁly higher

g than the}overail meén. Aléo, wé éan sce‘that the two sites
~ | do not muchudiffer from eadh other, eXcept Qeéhaps on aduix
positive corrective féédbaék'wheré La;ayetﬁe is high. This
model seems to typify the "average" P.V, model, at least insc-%

far as our classroom obzervation variables measurc classroom

activity. v _

/

BANK STREET -

The Bank Strecet model differs from other modcls mainly

»
-

on the amount of independent child activity. Fron the
® > ‘ ) . .

follo%ing table, we see that although the Wilmington site 1s

much highTr than Boulder or Elmira, all three sites have

scorcs ncar oriabove the gpaﬁd mcan. Related to their high

- (IS . . .
Q . . . 3 . .. | ]

e oot o ' N
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scores on independent activity are low scores on adult

:

acknowledgement, praise, andlfeedback. Strangely, the
Wilmington'site has low scores on child sélf—expression, éom—
pared with Boulder and Elmira. Thus, child self-expression
séems to be negatively correlated witﬁ:indepeﬁdéqt activity

in the Bank Street model.
N .

We decided that Elmira's fantastic score in the spring

@Nild positive affect to other children must be anomalous,
) . [ T

A
perhaps due to observer effects or unusual circumstances in

. /
the classroom. - T ..,

UNIVERSITY OF OREGCHN

~ -

]

The O;egon‘model has-high scores on all variables that
are related to academirc activity. Aithough there is some

site variation,,botﬁ/;ates ?>e above the grand mean on all
academic activity variables, with the one exception that o

-Tupelo is low on aide's particiration in academic activities.

Oregon-is high on adult communibation focus: small group,
on adult pra}se, and on the adult diréct gquestion-chiid
fesponse—adult feedback sequence. ’ )

| Low scores appcar on child asking questions and child
self-expression.: Since the Oregon model specifies, academic
instruction in small groups, it is ciear that our variables

arc measuring important aspecto f this model.

©
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UNIVERSITY OF KANEAS

The Kanses model, like the‘OregDn moael, is high on+ T
variables relatéd to academic activity. 1In fnct. the
Kansas model differs from Oregon in only three aspects:
Kansas has more aides and fewer teachers participating :

in academic activities; the adult communication focus
. . L4
: . 2 ) ) ’ 1 ’ ’ N
is one child rather than small group:; and the. Kansas . ; o
A — . ] ‘ . ’f ) . .
adults use much mere positive corrective feedback. . [
. ’ . . .

Kansas is also low on ‘independent child activity.. <
Obviously, our variables measure the "behavior modification

process in some detail.
. . o N

It is puzzling that the Portageville site [is so much
: I , ' .

higher than Oraibi or Mounds on the adult direct guestion-

child response-adult feedback sequence as Portageville is

4

L

not much higher on academic activity; Perhaps Portaqeville

teachers employ the dlrcct questlon %equencﬁ in areas other

than academic act1v1tv ‘Except for this varlaplon, the
. ¢ three Kansis sites are quite similar to one another.-
; : ) . o . [N '
’ ) Q‘,t’:_i.: N
. . o -
. H1/SCOPE . .

o

The Hi/Scope model is significantly high in both

o ‘faldl and‘spring on ojlv one of our twenty-@yo variables: -
child pos1t1vc affect L?(%rﬁ adults. On adults asklng

. thought quescions, Hl/Sco»ﬁ is Slqnlfvcantly high in tnp fall

v

.




-265~

896" p- 26G°¢ 1t9°0 00472
S8L°S  LLZ°S-. 068°T  69S°€
89L°F  996°% $eF'¢ 605°¢
86L°0T 09S°21  €9.°ST  iLL°ST
28t T 897°1 1151 S8T' T
0z°1 S0s°1  wes'z  08LZ
12s°2  2i5°¢ 18r°1  280°%
8S8°¢  £6E°F 898°S 8659
1262 £5L 0L2'  128°€
9SY v bV §S7°9  80§°L
3vZ°S  vS6°€ viZ°S Hmnowm
§.0°¢  SZT°9 909°L STIv'S8
Q050 ¥82°0 xymmm.o . ¥8Z°0
S s
¥0Z°0 10270 9LL7Q  T6LY0,
00S°0  0¥S°0 6650 61p°0
$99°0  +£9°0 P97 T amw.ﬂ
EP°C 9YF°0 95¥°0  STIF'0
€87°0  9Lb°0 PZITT 90771
.
L6 =N §6 =N 20 =N ¢l=N\
Butads 1183 dutads 1123
1182340 ‘sesuey 3o
—— — )

€93 $PSTO €097 0

e

S8 0
029°T 112 618°T  961°7
€611 89¢°1 s1z°1  ess°z
86€° 1T PST ST DSE°RT  188° 61
r8¢ 0 70 m@mfo. mmu.o

61 s 29ty 008" ¥
95€°0  269°0 99 0  t69°0
SOL'v 97z P Z19°9  00L°9
Z9v'0  S8b°0 FET' T SHp°1
ySt v Z91°S o TT 18521
8tZ°0  ZI9°0° 5960 85T
Y9r°S  060°S £86° 1T STP'ET
€L1°0 880°0 00Z°0 , 60170
€0P°0  ZES'O 1S0°T° S¢6°0
v0Z'0  vr1°0 681°0 061°0
V€L 0 . €£L8°0 ISP T SLE°1
€£2°0 £21°0 0zz'0 061D

$9'0 £58°0 1T SLE°T
=N % =N\ p =N P =N
dutxds 1183 Jutads ﬁﬁmw.
SPUNOR ,Wﬂﬁﬂ>wwmuwam
- ,
0% @1deL

L]
h
o~

00s°0 L

1€2°2 65979

1S6°T  €9T°1
07S'LT .¥67°%
958°0  LHT°D
SrS'T £0§°C

638°9 €978
v6Y°0 TS0
ACIAR YATAR
660°T 6600
L9€°S* 6TL°S
Zov'0 0S¢0
Z68°0 9516°0
IS0 45570
82¢°T  2Iv'1

Butxds 1183

1qTRIQ

uesu

-~

dnox? jreumse
ISND0F uoTwoTu
ITNpY

N

coavy

te

PTIYD JUO
TIBD1UNULANOD
Ipy uT

1snd03

.

asuodsax PrIiyd 03
.xumpcOOWuA:s<.prm>

T

. J
mJ.o»,o.uucm
xurvuwo,%uuﬂov

astead 3Tnpy -7 avy
ratzsanb
32011p 3I1nne 03

osu0odsox prIyYly 91 I2A

DT IYs,30 Sutuorasonh’
1001Tp 3TNPY ST GEA
SOTITATIOR DIwADEDE
ut uotaedioriaed
S,9PTV "CT JEA

S9T1TATIOR Diuapede 30
Adusnbail G IBA
SOTITATIIOE

DTWOPEOE UT UAIPTTIYD
YITM s3Inpy 3 IBA

sesue) JO A31SISATUf
'ﬁ

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

E

”



2 .
' f
J S
- % ° R ' -
’ . a 1 B
oo { ’ . 5
] ) —-— - < .
fanu . N // [ ]
D . -
El - h T~ - Jt
, _ _ TT— : . _ s3d0fq0 100D
£56° L 08L°C SIe°1 9LT1°¢ 1Lv°0 Z6L°0 £8¢°0 ore" 0 viv-0. 6£2°C ‘p's UITM 0 AT [03TI0QUAS
. ) T UBU3 JI9U10 UOIPITUD
LST T 796°¢ €8L°T TIL°C 8/0°T 9¢0°¢C Co9t°0 ¢ L8011 018°¢ €26°§ uwdlw  JUFWIOFUT . inpy  “Gf JBA
9vL°T . 86871 SEY T oY T LZ9°0 26570 950470 0ZS°0 €S8°0 [ ¥¥3°0 PrSO, L . COIPTTYD
. o~ : . : . . ; 30 juduofpoTmouOE
8cy'z  £08°¢C Nmo.w S 96Y° Y 968°'T €69°C ° 00L'% 690°S 0LZ°'%y BTL'S ueslU /estead 1(npy  tgg xep
@ *L6 =N €6=N ZI =N ZI =X P =N b =N =N ¥ =N v=N ¥ =N o

. b
3urxds 1Tey.  Surtads 1183 Sutads 118X Furads 185 Sutads: . [1BF o

TTBIBA0 , SEsuey yo 'p Spunojy o1[TABfe3I04 - 1qTRIQ

»

(*2u0d) sesuey 3o A1TsIsALUY

o T

|
i
.

R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



——— s

s e,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-267-

and above the grand mcan in the spring. Hi/Scope is

significantly low on several variables rclating to academic

“

k)

activities. ’ s

¢ . - .
From the Hi/Scope table, wec see a very -mysterious pattern.
The Fort Walton Beach site 1is quite different from Greeley ,
1t
and Seattle in the fall or several variables but Fort Walton
: >

_Beach changes radically “rom fall to spring. Since we have

both site variation and fall to spring change in this madcl,

it is difficult to discover any consistent pattern among 1its

- .

scores. Perhaps the Fort Walton Beach spring ;B?BrvatiOn
' \

occurred under unusual circumstances.

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA \ | -

Becausé the Florida model does not cpecify any garti-
cular classroom activity, but rather stresses training
parents to teach their cﬁildren by means of home visits,
we have no table of theoreb;cally important variables. As
we might have predicted,xxite variation is large. 'The
Florida model is, however, significam&ly high on child self-
expressionf Perhaps the lack of sponsor pressure on adults
ig the classrobm results in children feeling more fred to

3

express themscelves.,

EDC ' C

The BDC model, like tﬁq Arizona nodel, seoms to be

L N - - LIS y —~
around the grand mean on almost all of our variables. 5Site
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.

Yariation isilarae, as we might have predicted since EDC

emphasizes adaptatien of the model to the particular nceds - ‘*fx\
. . S

of the site. £DC 1s onc' of the Planned Variation/mddols
. 4

' which stress "attitudes" and "providing for children assuming

g : .. M

responsibiiity" rather than specific types of activities.

i Children should be absorbed in their\classroom activity,

. g and thus adults should provide "absorbing" materials and

a ¢ :
. ‘ activities. Our variables cannot mecasure what is lmportant
. ’{ . . -

in the ¥DC model; our variables can only measurc immediately
recoanizable kinds of interagtions and actiwvity, not whether
\ those activitia&\and interacticens -indicate that children arc

involved or whether they are being creative.

® . N

< UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURCH

@

¥ '

. ' The Pittsburgh model's spring scores indicate interest-

ing classroom behavior; the model is high on independent

> . <

children in acadcemic activities, adult ihteractions with one

or two children, and adult acknowledgement. Pittsburgh 15

, \

also high on ad&@ts asking thought questions. Thus, Pittsburgh

teachers do not supcrviscoagaddmic activity, but rather acknow-
: . i ) \

ledge children's work and ask thoucht’questions of one or

o

\
two cnildren individually. | o

»Pittsburgh's sprinc scores scem td be consistenrt with

N ~

' wodel theorv:  tho nodel emphasizes independent learning -

- and tueachcer reinforcenent of ¢hild lcearning.  ©Of courswe,

{ | | . o '
O

oo v : '

s
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therce is only one site in this model, “and so we cannot

compare scores across Sites. However, there is strong

.

. » X . *
] .i. ' ! . ‘ X . .
¢ - o '

evidence tc suggesﬁ that in at least this one site,

) . f

Pittsburgh made great strides toward gdod model_implcﬁeﬂtation

4

~

from fall 1970 to»Springvl97l. b

REC R

REC 1is s@ghifibantly_high in both fall and spring on

cnly onec variable: adult acknowlcdgement of children.
From REC's thi:jy, we would expect higher scores’ on . -
indepen@ggp”?b ivity end on adult communication focus:

one child. In fact’, from the REC table we sce that REC.

< scorcs are above the grand mcah, put not high enough to be
. 4 . . v
significant. ‘ . '
) S . . ‘
. , Althcugh REC, like Pittsburgh, was new to Planned
“ o ) . -
v - ' Variation in 1970-71, it did not changeJ;rom fall to spring.
In fact, REC changed less than any other model. Thus, REC
\ scorcs are consistently around the grand mean on almost all
' our variables.
2 ! . :
i » , , |
- ENABLERS ° _ : . .
. : . « -

g7 -]

¢
The Enabler model has no prescribed classroom theory, .

and thus, we could ndt select theoretfcally important vari-
! ables for this modele Because cdach sitce is to be implemented

)
Al
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according.to the community's needs aré desires, we would

T . : ' ) . .
anticipate more variation among the Enabler sites than in

'

any other model. In fact, there is a great deal of site to
site variation in this model, but not more than in the

Hi/Scope, Far West, and Arizona models.

Enabler sites', as a group, are significantly High

'

in the fall on adult acknowledgement and on children asking
’ \ . : ,
questions. All thrce sites are low on academic activity

variables. The fact that Enabler sites arc not supposed v

to be alike perhaps indicates that the implementation
’ A}

“of a model in two or more different sites is a complox and

difficult. prccess.,

CONCLUSION ‘ .

‘It is apparent from the discussion of the classroom

observation data that Interpretation of model diffcrences is

inhibited by scveral factors. First, thce research desion
. N .
is not balanced: some models have threc sites,-others .0/

.

and still others conly one. [Further, the number of ulaés—

rooms observed differs from site to sitc (from one to

1

. l
the statistical analysis of wmodel erifects,! because sijc

i

four P.V. classrooms). Such an unbalaggﬁ% design limits .

. - ) 4 . )
effects as well as clussroom effeots make model differences

difficult to estalzlish. . » 7



! ' . R
. whjb ‘

)

Further, our variables are limited to measures of

overt, evern gross, behavior in the classroom. Those, K mbdels

- 1 d

which emphasize bchavior modification appear distinctive on

[ 4

i , our variables, but models which do not emphasize particular
s methods of instruction do not appear distinctive. An

. o
instrument_ which meoasured the context and purpose of adult,
purp ‘

‘ behavior might be more effective in revealing differences

.

among models. ' . -

In order to use clas..room observation data as cvidence

of progress toward model implementation, we not only “wefed

‘ -
A a morc sensitive observation instrument, but also need more

‘

B '
than two obgervaticns over the vear. With only two ohscrva-

oo
tions, it is -impossible to distinguish whether fall to

spring differences are a result of actual change over the

vear- 0r merely a result of random day to day differences'in

. ~ classroom activities. o

. . .. a i .
~Despite the above limitations; two statements are possible:

I

1. We find strong evicdence of differences among models
. . . " ] ] - . ‘w. .
on academic activity, independent child_activity, .

and type of adu%t attengion to children. For example,

the Oreuon and Kanﬁas/ lassrooms appcax verv different
. & /

1 from Bank<§treet and Pittsburgh classrooms.

' 2. However, Far West, Tucson, Hi/Scope, ¥lorida, EDRC,

REC and Enabler classrooms secm to he rather similar.

4
/s

) . . . > .
the classroom cbservatien data dozs not provide cnouch

- - . - ) . . 3 '
_i Perhavs thesc classrooms actually are similar, but
l information about classrocms to ceatablish that thore

..

Q » ) - ' . N
ERJ(: . arg no 1mportqmt differcnces amoha these models
- ] ‘ v
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« Chapter 6

CONCLUSTO:S

g m——

« [

Al

Summary of Firdings:

. ~

.nis report explored four issues:

toeny,

the degree to which

node¥s are implement «; the variation in factors which may

N

the reiation

botween: these factors

and levels of implepcentation; and the variations amoné models

.

in classroon activitios.

e We addressad the question of how well the models are

fe

.. o .
implemented through an analysis cf

teachers. We find that:

]

.

’ K L}

.

1. All models on the average

-

implemented. -

3

the spensors' racings of

N

are woaetately well

!
i

0y

¢

2. Thcore are no-significant differcnces among models..

3. Tnerc is large variation amwong classes within

L -

,

. sites in levels of implementation as wcTi\QEL

significant differénces amony sites within models.

4, The'levels of implementation for second vear sites

-

or for sccond vear toachers are not® significantly

hicher tharl foYy. fir'st vear
improvenent over the vear.

¢

vy .

, and not all models show

.- . . . . ’
From these findings, we concludg~hat the implementation of

models ig hict a3 simple as had bLaocn

;
PN

originally supposcd; we

LS

¢ >
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cannot say that. models can be delivered to all classes, ~.

rnor can we say that the experimental treatments arc fully

- ' 4
implemented. Moreover, these findings roise two additional
VAT B
questions: why 1s there variation in level of implementa-

pibn, and if models arc.not being fd]ly implementad, which™

1 B . \ *
parts are being implemented? o N ‘

a
.

In £rying.to oxp]aih:tho ”ariatiop, we explored a
Varioty of féctogé which might aifect iﬁp]cmentation. Wc
propose that implementation ié an interacti*v procoss depend-
ing not onlv on'sponsor inrut, but also op‘staff inpu£ and
reactiur;.and on the operational chtext of the staff. EBecausc
there zZre problems wi}h the data available for ecach of these

areas, we must be cautious in our intervnrctazions. Some

findings, however, are clear:

1. Therc are significant differences among models and

»,

o~

aﬁdng sites within models in the tvwes and amounts
of training rcccived by the ﬁ?achers.

2. There arc significant site and model differences in

P - .

the‘training given 5§ people other‘than the sporsor.

3. There are signifiéant differences among sites and

.. models in the characteristics of the teachers.

4., There are no s;cniiicﬁnt différcnécs~amonq models .
in tho‘cdntcxts iﬁ which implcmentation takes
place, but thero do appear to be differcnces aﬁong ‘

sites within mode .
|
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ng of model and site differences on a large nurhcr

les supports the argumcﬁt .that 1wnb6éen ation : R

X, and’that some of thesc varfcb]og mav!bo useful

nlnq variation in lovel of imnlomoht‘flén. »+ the

e iN

, the dquUSblon of factors which affgct 1ruplcw"nta-li

als that»mbre study 1is noeded pocausevthére are
: A .

rtant dimensions of implemon%ation for which the present
inadegquate, or for which thefe are no data at, oll.
; e

The discussion of factors which [influence implementation

also sugg

ences amo

character

than .the
may be co
théET\whc

Afte

’

M .
mentation,

3

k3 N L
) . . . . . K]
ests.two areas 1n whlch traditional experlmentg]'
. ? . !

1

’ . . a1
reguirements ‘arc not met. The findings of cvst‘metlc difier-

ng sites, and more impdrtamt]; Lm‘m&q modclo, in stdff

)

1Jt1p€ and in_the tralnvng given bv pcople other

sponsor indicate sthat inputs cthcr than the mcdels

- . . )
’ o .

nfounding factors®™ : These factor§ should be considered,
I3 | 4

n drawing, conclus¢ons about mogwi effc FlVOnUW

r identifying the facters which chhL affcct 3Mplc—
) - . v ,

we centerell some of tbo V%lebLOS Ja‘a SOI]C7 of v

2

regression equations an attempt to explain the: sponsors’ K.
. v \ ‘ + ' . ! ) .
ratlngs of levcls of implementation. We find thac: . L
/ N i . N . ¢ N ®
.‘* ) 3 | . .
1. As we expected from the earlier analyscs of variance,
. e . ‘ -
. ¥ . P ' ‘e . ‘ . .
models. do not explain a signjificant amount of the wvaria-
: N PR N . .
tion in levels of 1leementatlon.~
2. Site-to-site variation. accounts ror approxamately

-30% of the total variance.

KN
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3. We can expléin 982 of the vari%mce aﬁong sit s in
levels of implementation with t%roc variables:
sponsor's judgments of intra-staff friction,
rapport between the staff and the administration,
and adequacy of the physical plant indoors.

4. Within-site variables add only 102 to the explaihed
variance after the site variation ii3controLlod.

-~

This failure to explain within-site variation underlines the

contertion that we do not have adequate knowledée akbout

the prdcess of implemertation. The mcst impressive finding

is that we can explain'essentially 2ll of the variance amecng

sites in levels of implementaticn. Two int _rpretaticns

-

of this finding are plausible. It is possible that sponscrs,

in rating the teachers, are simply equating pleasant sites
\

.with high levels of implementation: site differences may

reflectbonly differences in pleasantness, and may be un-
related to actual differences in pe%foxmance within the meodel.
This interpreiation is supported by the fact that jﬁdgments

on the samé three-variables by consultents are not relatzd

to levels of implementation. It is alsc possible that pleas-

ant sites actuallv do have higher levels of implementation than

do unplcasant sites. This may be true either because a

pleasant sitc is a prercquisite for implementation or because

v

‘ro¢ 50 enthusiastic about a wmodel that

Ay o

the staff in a sit

=t

B
¢8

they work well togoiher in order to implement it. Althsd

vk

it is difficult to make a definitive statement about the,

n

R ta

iV
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' causal relation between the site; factors and levels of
g‘ implementation, this finding is both important and inter-

ésting. The relationship of site atmosphere and model’

I

implementation should-'be explored further.
A ) ‘ »p .
'§ The Classréom Observation data ard used to discover how

models differ in terms of ¢lafsroom act ™Aty and whother <

i ) those di fforenees, are intorpretable in terms of model theory.

~

l Thaere are three main findinas:

1. Oregon and Kansas appcar to be particularly well
' ‘ o implemented, showing high scores on the variables
which rcflect their model prescrinticns.

2. PBank Street and Pittsburch seem to "2 well imple-

-

mented 1n the arcas of independent c?ﬂld activity,

and adult attention to children. &v

3. Far West, Arizona, Hich Scope, Florida, EDC, REC,

and Enabler classrccms ¢do not appear to be signi-

-

e - ficantly different from one another on most of the.
- « . . i

variables. lowcver, cach of these models is signi-

ficantly "ioh or low on at lecast one classroom obsor-
: . -/ . 4
vation variable. ! ‘ , : .
Thus, the Classroom Observation chapter reports that "
B some models cdn pe rendily differentiated on scveral measurcesy

vhile olher-models scum to be rather similar to ore anothcer. © )
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Implications for Future Studies

It appears that traditional experimental requi‘ements

4-'that?the treatments are well-specified and fu{ly

. * “
implemented -- are not met in Planned Variat;on.{ The

contention that treatments 'weére not well-specified waqs
. \.
discussed in Chapter 1l: we do not have a clear picture

-

of what a class using cach model wou.J look like | "cause

.not all Planned Variation models can be fully described in

behavioral terms. The findin ;ﬁat the models arc nct

~
-

\fully implemented'is summarized above. Such factors

complicate an expériment bccauée they meake the inte rpre—

tation of effects difficult.

- . 4
. v

It is important, then, to ask why the treatment require-

“ . '

ménts were not me: in Planned Variation, in order to deter-

» .

ey

. : . ¥V ‘
mine whethet the deviations w1]1 re~occur in future st%%ies.

If we coula concluce that theyv resulted from, inacdequate

v

A
planning, then ve: could expcct to have &ﬁudjea with well=

defined and fully lmplemcnted treatrents by simply taking

a2

more ca : to plan well. Cur cvidence, ‘Both guantitative

N

and anecdotal, however, &uygests that Jdeviations do not

. s -
simply resuit from poor planning but stem from the nature

~of the treatments and of the implemontatiuﬂ’prOGQSS.

*~ Y ‘ . f
The naturce of some of the Planned Vdiration nodels
indicates that they will never be well-specified in a con-
.. 2 .
ventional sense becausce thoir philosophy runs counter
S

o

L ¢
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A\ . ’ . - . r:"""ha
. : 4 . . ‘ ' ' . e
+ % to closc prescription. Instcad they sot out acnceral ;
~ -6
Q principles and cncourage teachers to carry them out "
N ) : ’ ’ .
. in a manncr which best | fits their styvle aid the necde A
' . ).' . ‘.\
‘ of their students. 7The EDC and Banx Strect bodels arce
r i well-known examples of this type of program. This is ’
' . not to say that models of this kind cahnot be carefully - _
R : A A
| defined -- woe strongly recowmprond that this Lo done whore *
. it has rot been already. Tae levgl of destrintion,
‘ ’ v o ‘ )
. ‘however, may not be ovort classroom chavioy which ro-
mains constant in all situations. =
. r " ;
“The nature of the modcls tocgefher witin the nature of ’
. . .
NP - . PR o, . e S
the implementation prochss also indicates that treatmenis
* . . o, ’ 14 7 h '
will not pe fully implemented, in the sense of, finding all '
classes to be replatations ¢ the ideal models. In part
L . this as'scrtion cqmes from the digcussion avove: if a medel
. . N A ]
! . Can take a varlety of -fqQrms,ffthen identical replicaticn
N ' ~ . - . '. ) “ ' . . - . . ’ N ’
should not. be. expected. In part, 1t gs a function of the o
. i - . : - N ‘
. . . L Y . . .
interactive nature of the_gﬂy{dmuﬁtatlon process.  We ox- ‘
- et .
: 8 . i - - & . a
| pect some variation in all models -- even:in thosce:medels, ‘ -
. - i . N : . ’ N A
which do not gicourage variation.-- Doecause ,implementation <
‘ B ) A o . . o
. depends not only on the modcel and the sponsor!s input, but :
i on site factors, such as the attitudes and $kills of tha 3
» N - .
staff and the organization of th~ Head Start center, “which
] ’ . . . - . '
¥ are beyond the control of tie rescarcacrs., 4Yhus 1t appears
that the deviations in Planned Variation stem from the naturc
§ » o of the situation and therefove, will ténd to occur in any study
! . ’
[ 4
B . . -
el - e
) .
We S .
¢ ! N
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a field study, aside from the.experimental p

LAV

:?83'
. : \
involving complex trcatments &hich depend on local ¢
© :
people for implementation. WS would argue that given
Fhe inevitability of the "messiness" of such studies, it
:should be taren into account in bianninq other studies.

‘_ - ,‘& ~ N s
Moreover, it should he recognized that the messiness of

hlems it .

presents, is not really a regalive phenomenon,

ecological validity: treatments are tested under condfitions
» . : g
which approximate thosc they will face 1in the real wor
. N 4 Ki
W. should accent the vagaries of a study like HSPV, then,
not cnly becausce they are inevitable,- but because we can

learn a grea% deal frem them. Twe broad reéommendations

can be made for future studies. ’

-
-

L. Alternative standards for a valid ezperiment.must

- ’

be develép@d. This involves both defining full implementa-

tion realisticallv and taking diffexences in implementation
/ ’ o - o
into agcount in analvzing ‘treatment effeetiveness. The

Cimportant issue in redefining full implementation is-allowing
] ) . - . x..x . “- >
some variation among <lasses: we. must accomodate the fact

r “

. W \' ; .
that a model may be adapted, b;fthe sponsor and the teaching

staff, to t&e wijgue situation in a site, or even to a

class within a site, and to changes in a situation over
A .

times Even i those wodels which do not emphasize adapta-

1

[}

tion, identical vceulicsiicon should notibe expeccted. We nced,
AY
however, to set limits on the variation: we must determine
< N - . i ~
-~ . L]
e ‘ _ ‘ i

o~ v
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b ! . -
§ how much variation can exist\while sti1ll considoring a class
\ c
s ' to be a fully implemented program. Ve must be.able to decide
: " at which point the variation is so great that full implemen-
g tation becomes partial implementation, and at wifich voint
\ partial implemeontation becomes npothing -- no oviaence of the
¢ . ~ .
g "no specific opcrational definition of full implementation.
LY
' . . . " . ' \"
; - This is not to say that spansors cannot identify a well-
3-- )’ ’ . .
¢ implemented class, only thai .they have not systematized,
b ‘ . or at least communicated, thair criteria.
" . . . - . .
Provision for taking differences in 1mpl€hentatlon .
1 . . 3 : N
. { ¢ into account in the cutcome analvces is important because
) . i v L
i _ " we'would expect, even with a gedefinition of full imple-
iy : mentation, that dcme cl&%pes will be less than fully
>
. . . L . : .
' implemented -= a teacher may only use porticns.cf a model,
{ ‘ f ~ e . s ) ' ¢
. or only use it part of the time. ‘Taking differences into
" e © account can be accempliched either by setting o critcrion
S level or by using the extent of implementation as a covariate.
i ‘ . i P - " ~
' In the case of the former, we would decide what level of
s ~ . N
6 - implementation represented an acceptable level of treatmendt,
o P i / ‘_* ‘
, and only analyze effects in classes which exceed that level.
i M would essentially b making a simple distinction b&tween
; {reatment and no treatwent. The critical issuc in muking
' this simple distinction .is deciding where the cut-oif point )
- < 5o L . . ~
; g A " ¥ should fall. A dir dventage to this spprooch is that it
\ o ' ' ! .
. Copotentially sacriflces o great donl ol data. Whe on
. r‘- )
@ ’ o o . ' : .
o, approacti, using inplenentation s o, covaniale or oaw .
. O B - . .
ERIC . S v \
P e e ’
- ¥ . . }

; ) o _ ' . \



-

ERIC

P s

-285~

independent variable in a regression equation to control

- for the variation .in effects resulting from differences

in implementation, does make use of all available datno.

Several other issues, however, must be congidered. First,

it is important that, thé scales used to-mecasure the extent

of implementation bepanchored such that standards for
judgments, particulagiy the criteria for full. implementation

and for no implemenﬁgtion, are made cxplicit. Thisnyas

not done with the sponsor ratings of teachers described

3
)

carlicer, and, as a result, the conclusions drawn from them

can only be tentative. Second, the proklem of ccmparing

partial,. implementation should be resolved. Within a

csingle mcéel, one class yhich\is, say, ¢0% implemented

ke angther £h is 60% implemented

\

may nct lcok 11

because different parts of the mod' 1l may.be present in each.

N -

The problem is tc determ%ne when these classes can be con-
- : _ 4

N

. k\; » . i . . -
sicdered to ke acceptable replications of.a single treatment.
. Vo N

Criteria should be established@ to make this determiration,

3

&

but to.date, it hos not been done. Comparison across
1c.

. [N
. \

moce%& is morxe difficult and probably should not be attempted
| N\

2 c . f? N

because models have different componentr and auve at different

levels of operationalizdtion. ’ \\

. N\ .
#é'tlng all these standards 1s a necessary basis for .
- AN

N\
deteraining whethcr the trcatwent as implemcgted is an
AN
acceptable exanple of the treatment we set out\to test. p

"

Although the standardo oy e diffexent than in é\gpnventiOnal

experiment, thoy nwust still Le met.  If the standards
. R \_\

L v s Ce e N
«cannot be established -- for example, if liuits cannot B

|

“ AN
ro, N

/
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! . set on the variation allowed; at least to *he extent of

being able to specify what differentiates a model class

¥

from non-model classes, and to specify-what the modei

experiment. «

g classes have in common -- then,\ we do not have a valid
z 3
K

2. The pracess of
Cal

! : important topic for study. Within a traditional
experimental framework, the focus of the research is on
. the effect of the treatments. 1In this context, the study
<

of implementation is seen primarily as a simple check.on

il
I

the Pres%nce of the treatments. When we cannot aésume'
that all classes will reach full implementétioﬁ, it is
equally important to examiLe the question of whether
and in what form a program will be imﬁlemented, and gﬁ
P

identify tle factors. which determine the process. ! ‘

In this report, a great deal of speéulation and some
anglyses with da£a,originally collected for other purposes
have becn done on individual factors which might affect
implementation. Whaéhis needed, ..owever, is a study of the

‘ . implementat® >n process: a study designed tg ask what

N _ , :
effects s onsors' involvenent, training efforts, and
‘i ' ‘ - organization had; to ask what characteristics of th.
D) 5( M
g staff, of the Head Start organization, of che commundty
/AN | . Y '
. “in which the cetner is located affect implementation; and
i to develop a theory of how these factors are interrelated
== i.c., to develoup a theory of piocess rathen than’ of
A" . - . g . . N ) - .. . ) ) .l
& : individual ractors. This might be doune cither by stu&§1ng
\‘1“ ’ .
¢ o S » .
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N\

natural variation in delivery systems or by experimenting

with pre-specified strategies. This type of study goes <

"beyond the issue of experimental validity to the investi-

gatior of cohcepiions of planted change. The existing
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